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EDITOR'S NOTE: 


This book was already at the 
printer when the death of 
Konstantin Chernenko on March 
10th was announced. He has 
been succeeded as General 
Secretary of the CPSU by 
Mikhail Gorbachev. 

However, the contents of this 
book make clear the collective 
commitment of the Soviet leaders 
to the prevention of nuclear war 
and to the need to stop the arms 
spiral. We have left the titles 
of the respective Soviet leaders 
as they were when the contributions 
to this book took place. 
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FOREWORD 


Here is a succinct selection of notable statements 
that define and elaborate the most vital policy 
positions of the government of the Soviet Union on 
the urgent matter of safeguarding the peace. The 
contributors to this book are themselves among the 
most prominent executors of policy in the Soviet 
Union. 

They consistently and honestly elaborate the 
way that the Soviet Union perceives the struggle 
for securing the prohibition of nuclear weapons, 
the banning of militarization of outer space; the 
relation of disarmament to development, the im¬ 
portance of the various peace movements in the 
capitalist countries, as well as the mass support in 
the socialist lands for a policy of peaceful coexis¬ 
tence. 

The words in these pages are, in a real sense, 
words from “good works in progress”—they dem¬ 
onstrate the dedicated efforts of authoritative Sovi¬ 
et leaders to define and explore every possible path 
that may bring closer the day of agreement, of 
mutual security with a winding down of arma¬ 
ments. They pursue a reasonable, principled policy 
before all levels and types of governments and 
popular movements, in all comers of the globe. 

Above all, these selections speak to the special 
obligation of the United States, along with the 
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Soviet Union, to work to reach mutually acceptable 
accords on the basis of the equality and equal 
security of the sides, to lift the peril of nuclear 
holocaust that hangs over our planet earth and 
constitutes the gravest threat to human survival. 

Konstantin Chernenko has said: “We address 
the USA and its allies with an unequivocal appeal: 
It is time to confirm by concrete deeds your share of 
responsibility for the destiny of the world.” 

Andrei Gromyko reminds us, “Forty years ago 
we were united by a common will to fight fascism. 
Today we must do all we can to prevent the threat 
of a nuclear catastrophe.” 

Yes, this is the 40th Anniversary Year of the 
victory over fascism. The Hitler marauders were 
routed, and the banner of liberation raised over 
Berlin by soldiers of the Red Army, as the Soviet 
Union fulfilled its leading role in the defeat of the 
Nazi fascism. 

The seminal lesson of the past, so pertinent to¬ 
day, is in the answer to the question: Was World 
War II inevitable? Konstantin Chernenko has writ¬ 
ten, “It could have been prevented if the peoples 
and governments of Europe had, as the Soviet 
Union suggested, collectively come forward in op¬ 
posing Hitler’s predatory claims.” 

The war that cost over fifty million lives and 
incalculable treasure was not prevented “because 
the European leaders in their class blindness de¬ 
clared the ‘Soviet threat’ to be more dangerous.” 
The Hitlerites made use of this. As Chernenko has 
observed, “There are forces that justify their ag¬ 
gressive policies today, and the arms race, by the 
‘threat from the East’.” 

But history has proved that such a route leads 
only to a destination of doom for the aggressor and 
tragedy for humanity. The selections herein should 
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be convincing proof that the arms race, the “Star 
Wars,” the intensification of the balance of terror, 
are not the choice of the Soviet Union. Socialism 
does not need war, but will be able to prove its 
advantages as a social system in peaceful competi¬ 
tion. 

There has also emerged on the world scene an 
unprecedented new historical force in response to 
the nuclear war peril. That is the worldwide move¬ 
ment of the peoples of all nations for disarmament 
and peace. The vigorous unity and vigorous action 
of the peoples for peace can save humanity and 
open the way for the uninterrupted social develop¬ 
ment of the nations and peoples of the world. 

This book is a weapon in the hands and minds of 
all who care for their country, for peace in the 
world, for the social progress of humankind. It is a 
useful shield against the flood of anti-Soviet lies 
and slanders that threaten not only truth and rea¬ 
son, but life on earth. Its contents must reach the 
U.S. opinion makers, the leaders of people’s organi¬ 
zations, and the men, women and youth at the 
grass roots who are anxious about the fate of our 
planet. 

Wide circulation and thoughtful use of these se¬ 
lections will add new strength and clarity to the 
broad spectrum of social forces that constitute a 
large majority of the U.S. people who long for a 
future of peace and social progress, and who are 
increasingly making their demands heard in 
Washington. 


James E. Jackson 
Member, Political Bureau and 
Secretary of the Central Com¬ 
mittee, Communist Party, USA 
New York, February 12,1985 








ANDREI GROMYKO 


Member of the Political Bureau of the CPSJ 
Central Committee, First Vice-Chairman of 
the Council of Ministers of the USSR, Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of the USSR: 


Speech at the Stockholm Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Mea¬ 
sures and Disarmament in Europe 

January 18,1984 


Esteemed Mr. Chairman, 

Representatives of 35 states have gathered here 
to initiate the proceedings of the Conference on 
Confidence- and Security-Building Measures and 
Disarmament in Europe. 

It is good that the Conference is being opened at 
the foreign minister level. 

The European process has travelled a long, 
though far from easy, road from Helsinki to 
Madrid. 1 It sometimes seemed that the process was 
being deadlocked, but difficulties were eventually 
surmounted. 

Now the states which differ so much in their 
history, national traditions, size and social sys¬ 
tems have managed to bring here, to Stockholm, 
the light of hope lit in Helsinki. Is this not evidence 
of the fact that today no one can ignore the will of 
the peoples for peace and cooperation? 

That will should be embodied in tangible agree¬ 
ments by the participants in the Conference, meet¬ 
ing the vital interests of the peoples. The recent 
meeting in Madrid showed that even under ex- 
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tremely complicated international conditions 
states with different social systems can, if they so 
wish, reach agreement on a mutually acceptable 
basis. 

One of the pressing tasks is to strengthen confi¬ 
dence between countries, confidence in both the 
political and military fields. 

This is especially demanded by the present tense 
international situation. The cause of the dramatic 
turn for the worse in the international situation, of 
the increased threat of war, is given in no uncertain 
terms in Yuri Andropov’s recent statements. They 
express the Leninist peace-loving foreign policy of 
the Soviet Union. 

The deployment of new U.S. missiles, which has 
begun in certain West European countries, contrib¬ 
utes neither to international security nor to the 
security of the countries that have taken the risk of 
such deployment. Conversely, whatever the politi¬ 
cal figures in the West who base their policies on 
deception of the peoples might claim, these missiles 
undermine security. Militarism, hostility and a 
war psychosis are being exported to Western Eu¬ 
rope along with the missiles. Those who try to lull 
the peoples of the West European countries with 
false promises of peace in the shadow of American 
missiles bear grave responsibility for this decep¬ 
tion. 

The dangerous slide towards the abyss can be 
checked if the states participating in this forum 
show a responsible approach. We repeat: If the 
USA and the other NATO countries show readi¬ 
ness to return to the situation which existed before 
the beginning of the deployment of US medium- 
range nuclear missiles in Europe, the Soviet Union 
will also be ready to do so. 

The Soviet-U.S. dialogue on the limitation of 
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nuclear arms in Europe broke down through the 
fault of the U.S. Administration. Instead of con¬ 
ducting talks and displaying a desire to work to¬ 
wards agreement, the U.S. Administration has 
chosen a policy of upsetting the existing alignment 
of forces. It has set out to secure military superi¬ 
ority over the Soviet Union, superiority of the 
NATO countries over the Warsaw Treaty coun¬ 
tries, through a huge buildup of its nuclear arma¬ 
ments. This, American strategists believe, could 
ensure victory in a nuclear war. Only yesterday the 
U.S. leaders, those with epaulets on their shoulders 
and those without them, were quite cynically dis¬ 
cussing this subject. 

Perhaps they have now realized the folly of the 
nuclear war scenarios they are drawing up? Not at 
all. How do the peoples and public opinion respond 
to these nonsensical plans? With outrage and pro¬ 
tests. 

These plans are followed by U.S. budgetary al¬ 
locations for military purposes, which are growing 
at an unprecedented pace. New missiles, bombers 
and aircraft carriers are being built at full speed, 
with a kind of pathological obsession. Experiments 
with new weapons of mass destruction are being 
conducted. 

In short, the present U.S. Administration is an 
administration thinking in terms of war and act¬ 
ing accordingly. 

Naturally, those who have set a course for war 
have no interest in reaching arms limitation agree¬ 
ments. That is why the SALT-2 Treaty, signed at 
one time by the United States, was subsequently 
wrecked by Washington. For the same reason the 
U.S. side refuses to conduct talks on the basis of the 
principle of equality and equal security, the only 
fair principle, and ignores the existing agreements. 
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Instead of equality, they are trying to force un¬ 
justified and ambitious demands upon us; more¬ 
over, they are doing so merely to block agreement. 

The Soviet Union has always proceeded and 
continues to proceed from the assumption that the 
agreements already concluded must be strictly ob¬ 
served. This applies both to multilateral and to 
bilateral agreements. This is the ABC of interna¬ 
tional relations, without which no fundamental 
trust between states is possible. The Washington 
politicians, to all appearances, have not yet learn¬ 
ed this ABC. Every now and then evidence appears 
of gross violations, by the United States, of its 
commitments under international treaties and 
agreements. 

The Soviet Union for its part takes a responsible 
and serious approach to its commitments and hon¬ 
estly observes them. Washington’s attempts to call 
this fact into question—its stock-in-trade—are 
merely intended to cover up its own sins. However 
often such ploys are used, they cannot deceive 
anyone who is able to evaluate the situation objec¬ 
tively. 

The cornerstone of our country’s foreign policy is 
the prevention of war, especially nuclear war. It is 
not out of place to recall that the Soviet Union and 
the United States have an agreement on this mat¬ 
ter. 

We and our friends and allies have proposed that 
Europe be cleared of nuclear weapons, both medi¬ 
um-range and tactical. Would this not be the best 
and most radical solution? Throughout the Geneva 
talks we pressed for this, calling for major reduc¬ 
tions in medium-range nuclear arms. But the other 
side thought—and continues to think today—only 
of how to move its missiles closer to our doorstep. 

The USSR was and remains convinced that out- 
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standing international problems should be settled 
at the negotiating table. This is our principle in 
conducting international affairs. But we are for 
serious talks, not for those which might be used as 
a cover for militarist plans. 

We warned, and on more than one occasion, that 
the deployment of U.S. Pershing and Cruise mis¬ 
siles in Western Europe would undermine the basis 
of the talks and make them impossible. Wash¬ 
ington, by going ahead with missile deployment, 
made those talks pointless. The current statement 
of the U.S. Administration on its readiness for 
talks while missile deployment continues are just 
verbal camouflage of its policy. 

Militarism is always inhuman in everything it 
does. This fact is most evident today in Lebanon. 
The country is being literally torn apart, Lebanese 
soil is being trampled by the boots of troops sent 
into the country by some of those states whose 
representatives are sitting in this hall. A U.S. 
naval armada is shelling Lebanese cities. The 
American military machine is sowing death and 
destruction in Lebanon. 

The aggressor, who has entered another people’s 
home and is trying by force of arms to impose the 
order it wants there, pretends to be offended, crying 
out: We are being attacked and we must defend 
ourselves. 

Defend themselves against whom? Against 
those who are the victims of aggression, those who 
have been attacked? It is difficult even to imagine a 
greater mockery of facts, common sense and ele¬ 
mentary notions of international law. There is a 
grave danger that the flames of war may spread 
over the entire region, which is but a short distance 
away from Europe. Yet under the Helsinki Final 
Act all states have undertaken to facilitate peace 
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and the reduction of armed forces in the Mediterra¬ 
nean, to lessen tension in that region. Nor is it out 
of place to recall this today. 

Can any honest person be indifferent to what has 
happened to Grenada? The piratical, terrorist ac¬ 
tion of Grenada’s big neighbor against the Grena¬ 
dian people is a challenge to all the world. The 
United States must withdraw its troops from Gre¬ 
nada. They have no busines there. 

There is no secret about who is sending bands of 
mercenaries and terrorists against Nicaragua, 
who is turning Honduras into a military base, who 
is keeping an anti-popular regime of butchers in 
power in El Salvador. All that that country lacks 
now are the bonfires of the inquisition. 

Militarism is in a certain sense akin to drug 
addiction, only, of course, it is more dangerous. 
Once the habit is established, it will demand ever 
increasing doses of means of destroying people, if 
an end is not put to this by the efforts of all peace- 
loving forces. 

The aggressive foreign policy of the United 
States is today the main threat to peace. The mili¬ 
taristic course in world affairs is a product of the 
policy of those countries in which the arms race is 
the most profitable business for the arms mer¬ 
chants. More and more people are realizing this 
fact, are beginning to understand the paltriness, 
the narrow interests of profit and avarice of the 
military-industrial business as compared with the 
vital interests of the peoples. 

Let us turn to the outcome of the recent 38th 
session of the United Nations General Assembly. 2 
Two opposite approaches to the most important 
and urgent problems of our time were clearly 
shown there. 

How did this international organization react to 







ANDREI GROMYKO 


7 


the initiative resolutely to condemn nuclear war, to 
proclaim it a crime against the peoples? The over¬ 
whelming majority of UN member states, situated 
in different continents and belonging to different 
social and political systems, approved this initia¬ 
tive and adopted the relevant declaration with en¬ 
thusiasm. What about the United States of 
America? It ranged itself against the international 
community by voting against. 

Let us take another proposal—to freeze nuclear 
arms and step up efforts directed at the speediest 
attainment of agreements on their substantial lim¬ 
itation and radical reduction. This proposal, too, 
met with the support of the overwhelming majority 
of UN member states. What was the position of the 
United States? It again said “no” and found itself 
in total isolation. 

We express our satisfaction that the Soviet initia¬ 
tive formed the core of the resolution on the need to 
adopt effective measures to prevent an arms race in 
space. Here, too, the United States came out 
against, although only the blind cannot see what 
danger will threaten mankind from space, if it is 
militarized. 

What are these, pure coincidences? Of course not. 
The peoples reject with indignation all conceptions 
of nuclear war and view plans to prepare and un¬ 
leash it as criminal. 

States with different social systems have no rea¬ 
sonable alternative to peaceful coexistence and 
cooperation. We have always advocated political 
dialogue between the East and the West and do not 
intend to reject it in the future. But this, of course, is 
on the understanding that the dialogue will be 
directed at easing tension in the world and remov¬ 
ing the threat of war, not only in words but in 
deeds. 
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We need deeds, not the verbal exercises that 
Washington has so often resorted to of late. Verbal 
exercises are clearly a sign of short-term considera¬ 
tions, and already people know well enough the 
worth of such tricks. No matter how hard one tries 
to lie—be it a crude lie or a masterly one—it will 
change nothing in the actual state of affairs. What 
is needed is a substantial shift in policy: from the 
policy of militarism and aggression to a policy of 
peace and international cooperation. 

For its part the Soviet Union, as was stressed 
once again in the recent resolution of the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR, will take the further necessary 
steps that would lead to a change for the better in 
the international situation. 

We would like to believe that an understanding 
will prevail in the ruling circles of the United States 
as to the disastrous consequences of a course based 
on substituting confrontation for cooperation, ar¬ 
mament for negotiation, and the law of the fist for 
diplomacy. 

This conference cannot be artificially fenced off 
from the present realities in Europe and the world, 
from the impact of events taking place outside the 
walls of this hall. But we hold that the Stockholm 
forum must effectively help the countries that are 
interested in the development of the all-European 
process to search for and find ways to strengthen 
international confidence and security. 

Many problems that are now aggravating the 
situation on the European continent would lend 
themselves much more readily to solution were it 
possible to break the ice of mistrust and commence 
a real reduction of armaments and make a real 
start towards disarmament. 

What does this require? It requires an improve¬ 
ment in the political climate, the recognition by all 
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states of the truth that no lasting confidence can be 
secured if the preaching of hostility, hatred and 
reckless “crusades” continues, or the attaching of 
ignorant labels to entire countries and peoples. 

Surely it is impossible to talk about confidence 
while at the same time working to produce concepts 
that are propaganda for nuclear war. These things 
are incompatible. 

As has been stressed by Yuri Andropov, “... the 
main road to confidence, to preventing any and all 
wars, including an accidental one, is that of stop¬ 
ping the arms race and going back to calm, respect¬ 
ful relations between states, back to detente.” 

The convening of the Stockholm Conference is a 
manifestation of reason in international relations 
and all of us must value this in equal measure. No 
one is doing any favor to anyone else. 

The Soviet Union has come to the conference 
with good intentions. We shall be upholding here a 
position of peace among states and peoples and 
trying to ensure that the Conference will make a 
substantial contribution to putting relations be¬ 
tween states on the right course that will help to 
end the insane arms race. We support an at¬ 
mosphere of trust in relations between countries. 
This is necessary for the settlement of conflicts, for 
the development of mutually beneficial ties and 
contacts. The Soviet stand in Stockholm is that the 
Helsinki Final Act must be developed in practice 
through major new agreements. 

We are discussing in a principled way the ques¬ 
tion of trust in relations between states. It must be 
said in this connection that from the outset the 
present U.S. Administration has done everything 
to undermine confidence in it, and, it must be said, 
it has already excelled in doing so. 

Can one fail to see, in particular, that Wash- 
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ington has embraced secret subversive operations 
and terrorism against other states? It has included 
all these criminal and dishonest methods in the 
arsenal of its official foreign policy, and they are 
used in practice against a number of countries, 
against the statesmen of those countries and 
against their social systems. 

Might we ask whether we are not right to expect 
that activity of this sort will stop immediately? If 
the opinion of this Conference is worth anything, 
we must clearly declare this and call on all who are 
engaged in such activity to stop it and observe the 
generally accepted norms of conducting interstate 
affairs, and to end their insulting rhetoric with 
regard to other countries. 

A difference in the social systems of states, in 
their ideology, cannot be used as an excuse for not 
observing generally recognized norms of behavior 
in international affairs, in relations between states 
and their leaders. 

The Soviet Union is ready for a constructive 
examination of a broad spectrum of measures to 
strengthen confidence and security. These mea¬ 
sures should comprise major accords of a military- 
political nature and other steps towards establish¬ 
ing confidence. To limit oneself to any one direction 
would mean to reduce the opportunities available. 

The results of the Conference will largely depend 
on whether a political and businesslike attitude is 
adopted at the very beginning. If all states have 
come to Stockholm with serious intentions, this 
will enable the conference to concentrate on wide- 
ranging methods of strengthening confidence and 
security. 

At this forum, we are frankly setting forth our 
ideas on this score. First and foremost, the issue at 
stake is that of preventing nuclear war. The voice 
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of millions upon millions of people is resounding 
ever more resolutely throughout the world and they 
are demanding that reliable measures be taken to 
remove the nuclear threat from mankind. If we 
seriously want to establish the necessary trust in 
relations between nations, the approach to elim¬ 
inating this threat should also be serious. 

How much stronger trust would be if all the 
nuclear states adopted a pledge not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. This would seem a simple 
measure that is easy to implement. There can be no 
second strike without a first. Would this not bring 
about a real political shift towards building confi¬ 
dence, and not only between nuclear powers? 

The Soviet Union has already assumed, on a 
unilateral basis a commitment not to be the first to 
use nuclear weapons. We reaffirm this from the 
rostrum of the Stockholm Conference. The other 
nuclear powers taking part in the Conference have 
not yet assumed such a pledge. The question is: 
Can one place trust in their policy under such 
conditions? 

We proceed from the premise that all states, be 
they nuclear or non-nuclear, have an equal interest 
in the adoption and unconditional observance of 
such a pledge. No arguments against its adoption, 
however refined, can be accepted as convincing if 
one adheres to the positions of peace. 

There is one more very important confidence¬ 
building measure, namely, mutual commitments 
by states not to be the first to use either nuclear or 
conventional weapons against one another, or, in 
other words, not to use force. Our position on this 
matter is also clear. In Janurary, 1983, we and the 
other Warsaw Treaty member countries put for¬ 
ward a proposal for a treaty on the mutual renun¬ 
ciation of the use of military force and 
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maintenance of peaceful relations. Under the pre¬ 
sent circumstances, this proposal is increasingly 
relevant. 

It would be only natural if such commitments 
were assumed by states irrespective of whether 
they belong to military alliances, are neutral or 
nonaligned. This is completely consistent with the 
letter and the spirit of the Helsinki Final Act and is 
provided for in the mandate of the Stockholm Con¬ 
ference, which clearly points to the need “to give 
effect and expression to the duty of states to refrain 
from the threat or use of force in their mutual 
relations.” This will not prejudice the status of 
neutral or nonaligned states. They will be aligning 
themselves only with one thing—with peace. 

The treaty could also embody other important 
provisions, such as a pledge by the parties to it to 
act in good will with a view to halting the arms race 
and achieving disarmament and to contribute by 
every available means to a successful accomplish¬ 
ment of this historic task. It could also include 
other provisions designed to build confidence, de¬ 
velop cooperation and reduce military confronta¬ 
tion. 

We have expressed here our considerations 
concerning two major confidence-building mea¬ 
sures. While the implementation of j ust one of these 
measures would be a tremendous step forward, we 
propose that both of them be implemented. If the 
Conference could agree on these moves, this would 
undoubtedly be the greatest achievement of this 
forum. 

Other initiatives of the Soviet Union and the 
countries of the socialist community also offer 
many opportunities to create an atmosphere of 
confidence and ensure greater security. We would 
like to believe that all states represented here will 
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make their contribution to the work of the Stock¬ 
holm Conference. 

It would surely be worthwhile, for example, to 
address the problem of reducing military spending. 
Agreement to this end would also make a major 
contribution to building confidence and would at 
the same time be a real way of curbing the arms 
race. 

The task of overcoming mistrust between states 
would undoubtedly be facilitated by the removal 
from Europe of such barbaric weapons of mass 
destruction as chemical weapons, and especially 
by the non-deployment of such weapons in places 
where they have not yet been deployed. The urgen¬ 
cy of this task is emphasized by the fact that inhu¬ 
man plans for chemical weapons are gaining 
currency, although attempts are being made to 
camouflage this. 

A number of European states favor the establish¬ 
ment of nuclear-free zones in various parts of Eu¬ 
rope. This issue is directly linked with reducing the 
threat of war and consolidating confidence. The 
Conference would be acting correctly if it gave this 
matter serious attention. 

Here, in the capital of a Scandinavian country, it 
would be appropriate to recall that the Soviet 
Union backs the proposal that Northern Europe be 
declared a zone free from nuclear weapons. The 
establishment of this zone, in our opinion, is both 
desirable and possible. 

We duly appreciate the confidence-building mea¬ 
sures which are being implemented in accordance 
with the Helsinki Final Act. They have proved 
their usefulness. At the 26th Congress of the Com¬ 
munist Party of the Soviet Union, in several joint 
documents of the Warsaw Treaty countries, we 
expressed ourselves in favor of their further expan- 
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sion; naturally, with due account taken of the cur¬ 
rent situation. The USSR will adhere to this policy 
in the future as well. We are prepared to elaborate 
additional measures, more substantial and more 
far-reaching, to strengthen trust in the military 
sphere. 

For example, the question of prior notification of 
major military maneuvers could be further de¬ 
veloped. Agreement to limit the scale of such ma¬ 
neuvers to a certain numerical strength of the 
forces engaged would also be appropriate. 

The question of major military movements and 
redeployment of troops also deserves the most se¬ 
rious attention. It is worth recalling that the 
Helsinki Final Act states that “further considera¬ 
tion will be given ... to the question of prior 
notification of major military movements.” 

In our view, the interests of peace and security 
would also be served by prior notification of major 
air and naval exercises which take place in the sea 
and ocean areas adjoining Europe and in the air¬ 
space over it. 

The Soviet Union is on the whole prepared to 
support those confidence- and security-building 
measures that will indeed contribute to a real re¬ 
duction in military confrontation. However, should 
anyone think of using the Conference in a bid to 
gain unilateral advantages of any kind, such 
would encounter our vigorous opposition. 

All the participants in the Conference should 
have an equal interest in its success. Everything 
must be done on a just and objective basis. Any 
attempts at the Conference to deliberately advance 
unacceptable demands, and look for a crack in the 
fence to peep at one’s neighbors, rather than search 
for ways to build confidence, could only impede its 
productive work. 
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The Soviet Union is firmly committed to the 
mandate agreed upon at Madrid, which stipulates 
unambiguously that any decisions concerning con¬ 
fidence- and security-building measures should be 
taken “on the basis of equality of rights, balance 
and reciprocity, equal respect for the security inter¬ 
ests of all participating states.” 

The peoples of Europe expect the Conference in 
Stockholm to make decisions which would be in¬ 
strumental in changing the course of events for the 
better. What we wish to see is that the agreements, 
once reached, are implemented—not shelved. 

The next followup meeting after Madrid, to be 
held in Vienna in 1986, will have among other tasks 
that of assessing the progress achieved during the 
first stage of the Conference. That meeting will 
only stand to gain if confidence- and security-build¬ 
ing measures to be agreed upon in Stockholm start 
being implemented and become a fact of life rather 
than remaining draft documents. 

The achievement of positive results at this Stock¬ 
holm Conference would strengthen the conviction 
that detente in Europe has a considerable reserve 
of vitality. There are forces which are known to be 
eager to administer the last rites to detente. But the 
peoples hold dear the fruits borne by detente during 
the 1970s. Detente cannot be allowed to die, because 
it expresses the people’s desire for peace and life. 

Europe, probably more than any other continent, 
is predisposed today to peaceful cooperation in 
various areas because the economies, cultures and 
histories of its peoples are closely intertwined. 

The peoples of other continents also expect and 
hope that common sense and reason will prevail at 
our Conference here, in Stockholm, and that all the 
participants in the Conference will show political 
will and a sense of responsibility. 







BORIS PONOMAREV 


Candidate Member of the Political Bureau, 
Secretary of the CPSU Central Committee: 


From his speech at a meeting with his 
electorate 3 

February 24, 1984 


. . . Continuity and consistency are invariable 
features of Soviet foreign policy, formulated at pre¬ 
vious congresses of the CPSU. We shall continue to 
do everything we can to consolidate peace, remove 
the threat of war and seek equal, mutually benefi¬ 
cial cooperation with all countries. At the same 
time we shall protect our own security and that of 
our allies and friends. 

What is the source of the increased war threat? 
What is the real cause of the present aggravation of 
the international situation? The dangerous situa¬ 
tion has been created as a result of the reckless, 
adventuristic activities of aggressive imperialist 
forces. The mammoth military expenditures, mod¬ 
ernization of strategic missiles and bombers, mass 
production of neutron and chemical weapons and 
attempts to extend the arms race to outer space— 
all speak of the U.S. imperialists’ determination to 
gain military superiority over the socialist coun¬ 
tries. 

Does this mean that it is impossible to curb the 
aggressive forces in present-day conditions? No, it 
does not. The Party and the Soviet state remain 
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convinced that war is not fatally inevitable. The 
forces of imperialism and war are opposed by pow¬ 
erful and growing forces of peace. 

These include, above all, the mighty Soviet 
Union. They include the entire socialist commu¬ 
nity. They include the newly-free countries of Asia, 
Africa and Latin America. They include all other 
forces countering the imperialist policy of increas¬ 
ing the war danger, first of all the working-class 
and general democratic and powerful peace move¬ 
ments. 

The Soviet Union is a reliable bulwark of peace. 
A rough military-strategic balance between the 
Warsaw Treaty and the NATO countries, and be¬ 
tween the USSR and the USA was attained back in 
the 1970s, owing to the Party’s constant concern 
about strengthening the defense capability of the 
Soviet state. This balance objectively serves the 
cause of peace and helps to curb aggressive imperi¬ 
alist designs. And we shall not allow it to be upset. 

Developments over the past few years show that 
imperialism has suffered serious setbacks. These 
setbacks are inevitable, for the policy pursued by 
the imperialists runs counter to the realities of the 
epoch. Theirs is an attempt to achieve what nobody 
has ever accomplished—to reverse the course of 
history. 

Communists are in the front ranks of those who 
oppose the forces of war and fight for the preserva¬ 
tion of human civilization and man’s right to life. 
The fraternal parties justly regard it as their most 
important task to promote the peace movement 
and cooperation between its various currents. Com¬ 
munists are doing much to help the broad masses 
to see that the threat to peace comes from the 
imperialists. 

Today one can observe an unprecedented growth 
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of political activity among the population in cap¬ 
italist countries, an increasing involvement of 
masses in the sphere of foreign policy. 

First, never before have the peoples realized so 
clearly the disastrous consequences of nuclear war. 
People have learned the truth about these conse¬ 
quences from scientists of world renown—physi¬ 
cists and physicians from the Soviet Union, the 
United States and other countries. 

Second, the peoples have been alarmed by the 
openly adventurist policy pursued by U.S. imperi¬ 
alism. Millions of people in all countries today 
participate in the anti-war, anti-missile movement. 
Never before has the imperialist policy of brute 
force and aggression been so unanimously de¬ 
nounced on all continents. 

Third, the American people themselves are now 
alarmed about the threat of war. They are aware of 
the might of the Soviet Union, are worried about 
the increasing anti-American sentiments in the 
world and can sense the growing isolation of the 
USA in world public opinion. 

Fourth, the peoples are becoming evermore con¬ 
vinced that the myth about a “Soviet military 
threat” is only a cover for the arms race and pre¬ 
parations for military adventures. They are becom¬ 
ing ever more convinced of the correctness of the 
words contained in a recent resolution of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet: “The Soviet Union does not en¬ 
croach on the security of any country, be it in the 
West or in the East.” 

Fifth, the peoples are coming to realize more and 
more that in pursuing its policy, the U.S. Admin¬ 
istration is acting in defiance of the whole of man¬ 
kind, all peace-loving forces, all peoples of the 
world. This policy is being increasingly rebuffed. 

We should be aware of all these processes work- 



BORIS PONOMAREV 


19 


ing for peace and at the same time be highly vig¬ 
ilant against the designs and intrigues of imperial¬ 
ism. That means we should, first of all, strengthen 
the economic and defense might of the USSR and 
the socialist community. The Soviet Union has 
what is worth defending, the people who can de¬ 
fend it and the means by which to defend it. 

The CPSU and the Soviet state spare no efforts to 
remove the threat of war from the life of humanity. 
A whole series of Soviet peace initiatives opens up 
wide possibilities in this respect. They include the 
proposal that the USA, following the Soviet exam¬ 
ple, should undertake not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. They include the proposal put 
forward by the Warsaw Treaty member states that 
an agreement should be reached between the War¬ 
saw Treaty and NATO countries on the mutual 
renunciation of the use of military force against 
each other. They cover measures to prevent an 
arms race in outer space. They provide for a practi¬ 
cal solution to questions discussed at the Vienna 
talks on reducing armed forces and armaments in 
Central Europe. They deal with the questions of 
freezing the nuclear arsenals of the USSR and the 
USA and banning chemical weapons. 

The strength and real significance of the Soviet 
program lie in the fact that it is not merely words 
about peace and assurances of peaceful intentions, 
something the United States is rather full of nowa¬ 
days. Our program contains specific proposals 
aimed at halting the arms race and consolidating 
peace. 



NIKOLAI TIKHONOV 


Member of the Political Bureau of the CPSU 
Central Committee, Chairman of the USSR 
Council of Ministers: 


From his speech at a meeting with his 
electorate 3 

March 1,1984 


. . . One cannot but note that, while building 
socialism under the most difficult conditions, the 
Soviet people were concerned about strengthening 
their country’s defense capability and protecting 
their gains, and were able to achieve military and 
strategic parity with the United States. 

All this is convincing evidence of the indisputa¬ 
ble advantages of the socialist system, its ability to 
solve the most difficult problems and give an ap¬ 
propriate reply to any challenge. 

It would seem that the ruling circles of imperial¬ 
ist countries, above all in the United States, ought 
to have drawn the right conclusions from this. 
Nevertheless, they have embarked on the dan¬ 
gerous path of gaining military superiority over 
the USSR and the countries of the socialist commu¬ 
nity and of seeking world domination. 

In announcing a “crusade” against communism, 
the U.S. Administration pursues not only political 
aims. Through various bans and sanctions it is 
trying to hamper the dynamic development of the 
USSR. As American politicians have cynically 
stated, the U.S. would like to bring about an eco¬ 
nomic decline of the Soviet Union. 
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What can be said about such statements and 
their authors? Apparently it is no use expostulat¬ 
ing with them or explaining anything to them. As 
the saying goes, you cannot teach anyone to be 
sensible. 

All the same, it would be useful to remind them 
that nobody has ever succeeded, nor will anyone 
ever succeed in stemming the course of history. The 
future belongs to socialism. 

The CPSU and the Soviet state are ever faithful 
to the time-tested Leninist policy of defending and 
strengthening peace, of equitable cooperation with 
all states. 

We do not threaten anybody. We oppose the arms 
race, we oppose war. The Soviet Union is making 
every effort to eliminate the risk of war. 

Today the profound significance of Communists’ 
activities is revealing itself in a new way before the 
whole world. Communists are the most consistent 
and indomitable fighters not only for the elimina¬ 
tion of all forms of oppression and exploitation, but 
also for the preservation of life on earth. Surely, 
there is no more humane and noble goal than this. 

All our proposals are aimed precisely at directing 
the course of events along the path of detente and 
at preventing the world from sliding towards the 
abyss of war. 

We call on the Western nuclear powers to follow 
our example and pledge not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. 

Together with the other countries of the socialist 
community we propose that a treaty on the renun¬ 
ciation of the use of force in general should be 
concluded between NATO and the Warsaw Treaty 
Organization. 

We favor mutual renunciation of attempts to 
extend the arms race to outer space, and we favor 





22 SOVIETS WANT PEACE 

the limitation and reduction of nuclear arma¬ 
ments. 

These and other peace initiatives put forward by 
us are in no way calculated to obtain unilateral 
advantages. They are in keeping with the cause of 
world peace, and their implementation only re¬ 
quires mutually acceptable decisions on the basis 
of equality and equal security, with account taken 
of each other’s legitimate interests. 

This is a just and realistic position. We are wait¬ 
ing for a positive response to our proposals, for a 
constructive approach to them from the other side. 
But so far the United States and other NATO 
countries have not taken such an approach. 

The economic and defense capacity of the USSR, 
our capability and firm determination not to allow 
the military and strategic balance to be upset, our 
desire to strengthen the world socialist community 
in every way and to develop friendship and cooper¬ 
ation with the peoples of other countries form a 
reliable basis for peace. 

The countries of the socialist community will, as 
before, play the main role in our foreign economic 
relations. The deepening of all-round cooperation 
between the member countries of the Council for 
Mutual Economic Assistance [CMEA] 4 will un¬ 
doubtedly help to accelerate our common social 
and economic progress. 

We are always ready to improve trade and eco¬ 
nomic relations with any state, on the basis of 
equality and mutual benefit, regardless of its social 
and economic system. 

We stand for complete normalization of interna¬ 
tional economic relations, for complete removal of 
political and economic dictation from such rela¬ 
tions. 

The February Plenary Meeting of the CPSU Cen- 
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tral Committee confirmed that our foreign policy 
would, as before, be aimed at preserving and con¬ 
solidating peace, promoting detente and improv¬ 
ing the whole international situation. 

Such a policy is in accord with the vital interests 
of our people and the aspirations of all peoples. 







KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


General Secretary of the CPSU Central Com¬ 
mittee, President of the Presidium of the Su¬ 
preme Soviet of the USSR: 

From his speech at the Grand Kremlin 
Palace in honor of Wojciech Jaruzelski, 

First Secretary of the PUWP Central 
Committee, Chairman of the PPR Coun¬ 
cil of Ministers 

May 4, 1984 

. . . Those who today are at the helm of govern¬ 
ment in the United States declare their intention to 
conduct external affairs from positions of strength. 
I stress—not on the basis of equality and equal 
security—but precisely from a position in which 
the United States and its closest allies would be 
able to dictate their will, while the rest will have 
only to obey. 

Unprecedentedly large-scale programs of the 
arms race, first and foremost the development and 
deployment of nuclear weapons, have been put to 
the service of this imperial course of achieving 
military superiority and imposing one’s writ on 
other nations. 

Having gone ahead with the deployment in West¬ 
ern Europe of U.S. missiles aimed at the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries, Washington 
and those in NATO who obediently follow it delib¬ 
erately frustrated the process of the limitation and 
reduction of nuclear armaments by making futile 
the talks on both strategic arms and on nuclear 
weapons in Europe. 5 
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And are not the large-scale programs for militar¬ 
ization of outer space aimed at promoting the self¬ 
same goals of world domination? These programs 
are being discussed in Washington almost daily, 
and Washington arrogantly refuses even to enter 
into talks with the Soviet Union on this matter. 

The USA is speeding up the production, moderni¬ 
zation and stockpiling of chemical weapons, those 
abominable means of destroying life. To camou¬ 
flage its real stand, it has resorted to deceitful 
maneuvers at the Disarmament Conference in 
Geneva. But if the rhetorical shell of its so-called 
“new” proposal on the prohibition of chemical 
weapons is cast off, there is an obvious desire to 
legalize U.S. intelligence-gathering activity under 
the pretext of verification. It is impossible to detect 
any positive shifts in the U.S. position on this 
problem. 

There is every reason to state that a similar U.S. 
policy of military buildup is distinctly discernible 
in many other areas of the arms race, whether in 
nuclear weapons or in armaments referred to as 
conventional. 

All sorts of advertising tricks are being used to 
cover up the course of conventional arms buildup. 
The West’s latest proposals at the Vienna talks on 
the limitation of armaments and armed forces in 
Central Europe constitute just a new wrapping for 
the old position which had already deadlocked 
those talks. 

In the recent period, mostly after the deployment 
of new U.S. missiles started in Western Europe, 
appeals for contacts and talks have begun to be 
issued by Washington and some other Western 
capitals. Regrettably, however, there is nothing 
concrete behind those appeals. Those who could 
hope that realism and sound judgment are making 
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their way here, at long last, would be profoundly 
deceived; perhaps that is precisely the aim of the 
authors of these appeals. 

The proposals put forward for discussion bristle 
with so many provisions and conditions clearly 
unacceptable to the other side as to confirm that 
these proposals are not meant for serious, busi¬ 
nesslike talks. 

The Soviet Union for its part is prepared for 
dialogue. But we are for a meaningful dialogue. An 
opportunity for a resumption of talks on nuclear 
armaments can be found only if the U.S. side re¬ 
moves the obstacles it has raised and restores the 
previous situation. 

As before, we are convinced that there exist real 
possibilities for a drastic improvement of the inter¬ 
national situation. A proper basis for this is offered 
by the broad complex of proposals advanced by the 
Soviet Union jointly with other socialist countries. 
They open up a possibility to achieve mutually 
acceptable agreements which could rid mankind of 
the nuclear threat, put an end to the arms race, first 
and foremost a race in nuclear armaments, and to 
go over to disarmament. These proposals are well 
known and are still in force. 

The meetings of the Stockholm Conference will 
resume one of these days. That important forum is 
called upon to contribute directly to the restoration 
of an atmosphere of trust in relations among states 
and to strengthening security in Europe. The Sovi¬ 
et Union wants the conference to get down to work¬ 
ing out, in a businesslike manner, measures that 
would lessen the danger of the armed confronta¬ 
tion in Europe. This course of affairs would be 
promoted first and foremost by a businesslike and 
interested discussion of the Warsaw Treaty coun- 
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tries’ truly large-scale and far-reaching proposals, 
which are well known. 

As regards the problem of European security, one 
cannot help but notice the fact that the revanchists 
of every hue are rearing their heads, inspired by 
Washington’s example and encouraged by calls for 
an anti-communist crusade. 

Naturally, in this situation the socialist states 
cannot but take proper measures to ensure their 
security. I want to make this clear: We are prepared 
to give a most resolute rebuff to anyone who will 
dare encroach on the independence of our Home¬ 
land or on that of fraternal Poland or any other of 
our socialist allies. 





KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


Speech at a Dinner in the Grand 
Kremlin Palace in Honor of King Juan 
Carlos I and Queen Sofia of Spain 

May 10, 1984 


Your Majesties, 

Ladies and Gentlemen, 

Comrades, 

On behalf of the Presidium of the Supreme Soviet 
of the USSR I want to welcome our esteemed Span¬ 
ish guests, King Juan Carlos I and Queen Sofia, 
here in Moscow. 

This is the first time in the entire history of 
relations between the Soviet Union and Spain and, 
if we look further into the past, also between Russia 
and Spain, that the head of the Spanish state has 
visited our country. We see today’s meeting as a 
remarkable manifestation of the good feelings of 
the peoples of our countries, their mutual respect 
and sympathies. 

These feelings are traditional. There are many 
Spanish motifs in works by Pushkin, Lermontov, 
Glinka, Rimsky-Korsakov and many other mas¬ 
ters of Russian art. Millions of Soviet people ad¬ 
mire the immortal masterpieces of Cervantes, Lope 
de Vega, Velazquez, Goya and other great Span¬ 
iards who made an indelible contribution to world 
culture. There is much interest in this country also 
in the life of Spain today. We know that in Spain 
there is also lively interest in the cultural values of 
our people and the present-day life of the Soviet 
land. 
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We all know that in the history of relations be¬ 
tween our countries there have been difficult, hard 
times. But there have also been bright, colorful 
events. Happily, it is such events, as a rule, that 
leave the deepest imprint on the memory of the 
peoples. 

After the establishment of diplomatic relations 
in 1977, Soviet-Spanish links and contacts have 
made considerable headway. Your visit to the Sovi¬ 
et Union bears this out. Trade and exchanges in the 
field of culture, with which we started, have now 
been supplemented with political meetings and 
consultations, with contacts between the Parlia¬ 
ments and public organizations. Business coopera¬ 
tion has vastly increased to cover seaborne 
shipping, air service, scientific and technological 
exchanges, public health, the advanced sectors of 
industry and agriculture. 

Our countries are situated at practically the op¬ 
posite ends of Europe. They belong to different 
socio-political systems. But, as we see, this is no 
obstacle to mutually beneficial cooperation on the 
basis of mutual respect for the sovereignty of each 
other and non-interference in each other’s internal 
affairs. 

We are prepared to develop relations between our 
countries on a solid and sound basis. And it is our 
conviction that the less they are subject to the 
fluctuations in the international situation, the bet¬ 
ter they will meet the interests of the peoples of both 
countries and the more favorable effect they will 
exert on the strengthening of security in Europe 
and elsewhere. 

Efforts to lessen the threat of war are now more 
necessary then ever before. Today’s international 
situation is not only tense, it is highly dangerous. 
Unfortunately, there are forces in the world that 
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have linked their interests with arms race; who 
openly bank on undermining the existing military- 
strategic balance. The deployment in some West 
European countries of first-strike nuclear weapons 
aimed at our country and its allies is a manifesta¬ 
tion of this policy, dangerous to the cause of peace. 

The views of the Soviet Union and Spain on 
international problems differ in many respects. 
But we think that Spain, like the Soviet Union, is 
interested in durable peace. This is evidenced by 
your speeches, statements of the Spanish govern¬ 
ment and views expressed by the public. 

Our state has faithfully followed the policy of 
peace since its very inception, and it shall remain 
true to that policy in the future. We are convinced 
that the increasingly complex problems facing hu¬ 
manity on the threshold of the third millennium 
can be resolved only in conditions of durable peace. 
Only peaceful cooperation on earth, in outer space 
or in developing the world ocean can help to un¬ 
cover fully man’s inexhaustible creative poten¬ 
tialities. 

The Soviet Union calls upon all countries to 
facilitate in practice a turn from confrontation to 
detente and cooperation. We are for a radical reduc¬ 
tion of armaments, above all nuclear arms, on the 
basis of strict observance of the principle of equal¬ 
ity and equal security, for establishing a climate of 
confidence between states. 

And in this, too, our country is ready for coopera¬ 
tion with all those who want to promote a real 
lessening of tension and elimination of the threat 
of war. We would like to see today’s Spain an active 
participant in these efforts. 

It is our profound belief that the observance by 
the nuclear powers of peaceable norms of relations; 
the adoption of the commitment not to be the first 
to use nuclear weapons; to respect nuclear weapon- 
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free zones where they have been established—each 
would become a major element of strengthening 
world peace. 

As far as we can judge, Spain has no intention of 
allowing nuclear weapons on its territory. In this 
connection I want to recall that the Soviet Union 
has officially and solemnly stated that it will not 
use nuclear weapons against those countries that 
have renounced the production and acquisition of 
such weapons and do not have them on their terri¬ 
tory. 

An important page was recently inscribed in the 
history of the Spanish capital and in that of Spain. 
For the first time in many years, Madrid became 
the venue of a major international forum—a meet¬ 
ing of 35 states, participants in the All-European 
Conference. Despite the complicated international 
situation, the meeting was a success. Spain, too, 
made its contribution to that fruitful result. 

Both our countries, it appears, stand for strictly 
observing the standards of international law and 
the basic principles of the UN Charter, for granting 
every nation the possibility of determining its own 
fate. Spain has expressed its intention to play a 
constructive role on the international scene and 
help quench the seats of tension in various parts of 
the world. This can only be welcomed. It is known 
how acute and pressing the tasks of achieving 
peaceful settlement are in such regions as Central 
America and the Middle East, and in putting an 
end to outside interference in the domestic affairs 
of sovereign states. 

In short, we are prepared for a further extension 
of the good and mutually beneficial relations with 
Spain in different areas and for cooperation with it 
on the international scene to promote peace and the 
security of nations. 

We hope that in your forthcoming tour of the 
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Soviet Union you will be able to feel both the scope 
of our constructive plans and the scale of creative 
work by our people to implement them. But the 
main thing you will feel—I am sure of this—is the 
sincere desire of the Soviet people for peace and 
friendship with other nations, including the Span¬ 
ish people. 

The “Dove of Peace” created by the artist Pablo 
Picasso, an outstanding son of the Spanish people, 
has now become the symbol of the struggle by the 
people of good will on all continents for peace. Let 
the noble idea inherent in this symbol triumph. Let 
all people on Earth have the possibility of living 
with confidence in the peaceful morrow. 

Let me express the conviction that your visit to 
the Soviet Union will promote a further broadening 
of Soviet-Spanish relations, the development of 
friendship and understanding between the peoples 
of our two countries. 

Here’s to the health of Their Majesties, 

King Juan Carlos and Queen Sofia! 

The health of all Spanish guests! 

The well-being of the people of Spain! 

Peace in Europe and all over the world! 


MARSHAL DMITRI USTINOV 


MINISTER OF DEFENSE of the USSR:** 


Replies to four questions by a TASS 
correspondent 7 

Question: As is known, the deployment of Ameri¬ 
can medium-range missiles in Europe has resulted 
in an aggravation of the international situation. 
What, in your opinion, are the signs of this ag¬ 
gravation? 

Answer: Developments following the deploy¬ 
ment of the missiles are exactly those which the 
Soviet leadership has repeatedly warned against. 
After deployment of American medium-range mis¬ 
siles began in the FRG, [Federal Republic of Ger¬ 
many], Britain and Italy, the situation in Europe 
and in the world as a whole became seriously ag¬ 
gravated. It became impossible to continue the 
talks on the limitation and reduction of nuclear 
arms. The Reagan Administration is drawing the 
world into another nuclear arms race. 

By deploying its missiles in Europe, the United 
States upset the military balance and increased the 
nuclear threat to the Soviet Union and its allies. We 
could not ignore this and responded to the threat 
accordingly. Thanks to the measures we are tak¬ 
ing, the nuclear balance is being restored, al¬ 
though, of course, on a higher level. The number of 
warheads trained on targets of both sides has 
grown; the time has been sharply reduced for mak¬ 
ing decisions in response to a nuclear attack or to a 
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nuclear situation that can involuntarily arise; con¬ 
fidence between states has been undermined. 

In other words, as a result of the appearance in 
Europe of American first-strike nuclear missiles, 
the probability of a nuclear conflict has increased. 
The military adventurists across the ocean hope 
that the short flight time of Pershing-2 missiles to 
targets on the territory of the Soviet Union and 
other socialist countries would give certain advan¬ 
tages to the United States. This is a dangerous 
miscalculation. A nuclear attack on the USSR and 
its allies will inevitably lead to an immediate re¬ 
taliatory strike both at territories where the mis¬ 
siles are deployed and at territories from which 
orders to use them are issued. No one should have 
any doubt about this. 

Has the security of West Germany, Britain and 
Italy been strengthened as a result of the deploy¬ 
ment of American missiles in those countries? On 
the contrary, their security has been diminished. 
The threat to the United States itself has also been 
increased. All this is well known to Washington 
leaders. However, they prefer to keep silent about 
the countermeasures taken by the Soviet Union 
with regard to U.S. territory itself. U.S. ruling cir¬ 
cles do not want to tell the truth about them to their 
own people: it would make all too clear the conse¬ 
quences, for the United States itself, of the deploy¬ 
ment of its medium-range missiles in Europe and of 
the policy pursued by the Reagan Administration 
of confrontation with the Soviet Union. 

The time has come for those who shape U.S. 
policy to understand the futility of the attempts to 
achieve military superiority over the Soviet Union. 
The existing military balance and the agreements 
reached earlier on the limitation of nuclear arma¬ 
ments objectively help preserve peace. 
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The Soviet Union is not striving for military 
superiority; nor does it recognize that anyone else 
has the right to attain military superiority. The 
USSR is in principle opposed to the policy of strivi¬ 
ng for military superiority. Soviet leaders have 
said so on more than one occasion. Comrade Kons¬ 
tantin Chernenko, General Secretary of the CPSU 
Central Committee, Chairman of the Presidium of 
the USSR Supreme Soviet, said at the February 
plenary meeting of the CPSU Central Committee: 
“We do not need any military superiority. We do not 
intend to dictate our will to others. But we will not 
let the military equilibrium that has been achieved 
be upset.” The unwillingness to reckon with this 
reality and the U.S. striving for world domination 
are leading to a further growth of the threat of 
nuclear war. 

Q: What concrete measures are being taken in 
response to the deployment of U.S. missiles in the 
FRG, Britain and Italy ? 

A: In substance these measures are as follows. 
The unilateral moratorium on the deployment of 
SS-20 medium-range missiles in the European part 
of the country, announced by the Soviet Union in 
March 1982, has been lifted, as the USSR had 
warned it would be. In the event of further buildup 
of the American nuclear-missile potential in Eu¬ 
rope we shall increase accordingly the number of 
SS-20 missiles in the European part of the USSR. 

Under an agreement reached with the govern¬ 
ments of the GDR [German Democratic Republic] 
and Czechoslovakia, the deployment of Soviet 
longer-range tactical missiles on the territory of 
those allied countries began in December, 1983, 
with aim of providing for the defense of the social¬ 
ist community of countries. These missiles have 
now been placed in readiness, thereby creating an 
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adequate counterbalance, above all to the threat 
coming from those regions where the U.S. missiles 
are stationed. 

Countermeasures have been taken with respect 
to U.S. territory as well. The Reagan Administra¬ 
tion, in a bid to achieve military superiority, counts 
on the possibility of Pershing-2 missiles reaching 
targets and peaceful cities in the Warsaw Treaty 
countries in 8 to 10 minutes after the missiles are 
launched. But this is an illusory advantage. We 
have increased the number of our submarines with 
nuclear missiles on board deployed off the coasts of 
the U.S. In terms of their characteristics—yield, 
accuracy, the ability to reach targets on U.S. terri¬ 
tory and the flight time to targets—Soviet sea- 
based missiles represent an adequate counter¬ 
balance to the threat posed to us and our allies by 
the U.S. missiles in Europe. 

I would like to specially emphasize that our coun¬ 
termeasures are strictly confined within limits dic¬ 
tated by the actions of the U.S. and of NATO as a 
whole. We will continue this policy in the future. In 
response to the further buildup now under way of 
U.S. Pershing-2 missiles on the territory of the 
FRG, we, upon agreement with the leadership of 
the GDR, have deployed on its territory Soviet 
longer-range tactical missiles in addition to what 
had been stationed there earlier. If those in the 
USA who strive for world domination keep build¬ 
ing up medium-range nuclear missiles in Europe 
and other nuclear forces, including strategic forces, 
we will have no alternative but to respond in kind. 

The Soviet Union considers such a situation to be 
abnormal and dangerous. It should and can be 
changed for the better. The cessation of the deploy¬ 
ment of U.S. missiles in Europe, and the removal 
from there of the missiles that have already been 
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deployed, would eliminate the need for our counter¬ 
measures. They could also be cancelled. That, we 
believe, would make it possible to lessen tensions in 
Europe and in the world as a whole, to strengthen 
international security. 

Q: The U.S. Administration declares that it in¬ 
tends to carry on with the deployment of American 
missiles in Europe. At the same time, Washington 
talks much about its readiness to continue talks on 
nuclear arms limitation without any precondi¬ 
tions. Would you comment on this issue? 

A: U.S. calls for a “serious and intensive di¬ 
alogue” and “readiness to meet the other side 
halfway in search of mutually acceptable agree¬ 
ments” are mere words to help mislead public opin¬ 
ion. In actual fact U.S. leaders are trying to dictate 
their own conditions for the resumption of the 
talks, conditions that are clearly unacceptable to 
the Soviet Union. They have deployed missiles in 
Europe, creating an additional threat to the USSR 
and its allies. And now they say: “Let us try to come 
to terms.” In so doing, they again offer to discuss 
the trite American proposals which, as past experi¬ 
ence has shown, are so designed as to make any 
agreement impossible. Washington shows a simi¬ 
lar approach to the solution of the problem of stra¬ 
tegic weapons. At a recent press conference 
President Reagan said that the U.S. badly needed 
to have the production of the new ICBM, the MX, 
speeded up. He alleged that if the United States did 
not have that missile, the Soviet Union would not 
return to the negotiating table. Can such an ap¬ 
proach lead to agreement? No talks are possible on 
such a basis. 

It has long been clear to us that the U.S. Admin¬ 
istration has been playing a double game with 
respect to the question of nuclear arms limitation. 








3B 


SOVIETS WANT PEACE 


For many years now treaties and agreements have 
been signed, but their ratification has been thwart¬ 
ed. Thus, since they have been signed, they exist; 
and, one would think, should be observed. But 
actually the United States seems, as it were, to 
have been released from the obligations it has 
undertaken. That is what is happening with the 
treaties on the limitation of underground nuclear 
weapons tests (1974), on nuclear explosions for 
peaceful purposes (1976), and the strategic arms 
limitation treaty, SALT-2 (1979). In SALT-2 the 
Soviet Union and the U.S. recognized an approxi¬ 
mate parity existing between them. Having 
thwarted the ratification of that treaty, the U.S. 
Administration launched an all-out propaganda 
campaign about “Soviet military superiority” and 
a “Soviet military threat”. Why? To intensify the 
arms race without hindrance and to develop ever 
more, newer armaments, including nuclear arma¬ 
ments. The ratification of the above-mentioned 
treaties would have prevented the U.S. Admin¬ 
istration from doing these things. 

Lately, some leading figures in the U.S. Admin¬ 
istration have also made statements to the effect 
that it is necessary to scrap all nuclear arms limita¬ 
tion treaties signed with the Soviet Union. These 
rash politicians, who are unwilling to reckon with 
the real correlation of forces and are trying to 
embark on the road of blackmail and threats, 
should remember that from the point of view of the 
security interests of the peoples of both countries, 
the United States needs the agreements on nuclear 
arms limitation no less than the Soviet Union. 
Their scrapping will in no way contribute to the 
security of the United States. 

Washington leaders should not hypnotize them¬ 
selves and deceive world public opinion by think- 
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ing that with new missiles or new plans for creat¬ 
ing a “comprehensive anti-missile defense of the 
USA” it would be possible to threaten or pressure 
the Soviet Union into unilateral concessions. 
These are futile hopes. We will not negotiate under 
threats and pressure. 

The USSR stands for honest, equal and construc¬ 
tive negotiations. The basis for such negotiations 
is clear. If the U.S. wants to embark on such a road 
it should first of all remove the threat to the se¬ 
curity of Europe and the whole world that has 
emerged with the appearance of new American 
missiles on European soil. It should give up its 
futile attempts to gain military advantages, 
whether by whipping up the arms race or by mak¬ 
ing the Soviet Union disarm unilaterally as a result 
of negotiations. 

Konstantin Chernenko said during a meeting 
with Hans-Jochen Vogel, Chairman of the opposi¬ 
tion SDPGin the Bundestag: “We insist on a return 
to the situation that existed earlier, not out of con¬ 
siderations of prestige. We simply do not want to 
see the war danger grow in Europe and the world 
over. In other words, we proceed from the interests 
of consolidating peace.” Now it is up to the United 
States to respond. The talks on the limitation of 
nuclear armaments could be resumed at any time 
as soon as the U.S. removes the obstacles that it 
has itself created by deploying its medium-range 
missiles in Europe. The USSR is ready to hold talks 
on radical measures to limit and reduce armaments 
on the only possible and just basis—on the basis of 
equality and equal security. 

Q: Soviet people are indignant at the aggressive 
militarist policy of the U.S. Administration. At the 
same time the question is frequently asked: What 
else should be done to reliably ensure the security of 
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the Soviet Union and its allies in the face of the 
imperialist threat ? 

A: True, such a question is often asked. It is also 
true that Washington’s aggressive, militarist pol¬ 
icy constitutes a serious threat to the Soviet Union, 
to our friends and all peace-loving states and peo¬ 
ples. Naturally, Soviet people are indignant at at¬ 
tempts by leaders of American imperialism to 
dictate their terms to the Soviet Union, to talk to us 
and all peace-loving states of this planet, for that 
matter, from a position of strength as if they had 
the right to decide the destinies of peoples and to 
rule the world. They behave as if history has not 
taught any lessons. 

The results of the Second World War are a stern 
warning to those in the U.S. who strive for world 
domination. The victory of the Soviet people over 
the strike forces of imperialism—German fascism 
and Japanese militarism—which is of the world¬ 
wide historic significance, is convincing proof that 
any attempts to resolve the historical dispute with 
socialism by means of military force are doomed to 
complete failure. 

Those who are organizing a new “crusade” 
against socialism will be well advised to recall how 
such attempts ended in the past. 

Today, in conditions of an irreversible change in 
the balance of forces in the international arena in 
favor of socialism, it is still more certain that impe¬ 
rialism has no chance of achieving its class aims 
through military means. 

An insurmountable obstacle in its path is the 
powerful economic potential and the invincible de¬ 
fense might of the USSR, the monolithic cohesion 
of Soviet society and the indestructible unity of the 
Communist Party and the people. 

The community of socialist states, and the frater- 
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nal alliance of the armies of the Warsaw Treaty 
countries constitute a reliable bulwark of peace and 
security of the peoples. No military venture of impe¬ 
rialism will take us by surprise. “Any aggressor 
will be immediately punished,” said Konstantin 
Chernenko at a meeting with workers of the Ham¬ 
mer and Sickle Steel Works in Moscow. 

The Communist Party calls upon the Soviet peo¬ 
ple to work perseveringly and purposefully to 
strengthen our country’s economy. The Soviet peo¬ 
ple know this well: to curb the aggressive forces of 
the United States, reliably to ensure the security of 
their homeland and of our friends, all of us should 
work conscientiously, displaying a responsible at¬ 
titude at our workplace and on combat duty, per¬ 
form our patriotic duty with honor. The collective 
labor of the entire Soviet people is, and will be, the 
foundation of the USSR’s economic and defense 
might. 

The Soviet Union is a peace-loving country. Its 
armed forces have never threatened anybody or 
been the first to take up the sword against other 
states and peoples. They stand guard over the 
peaceful work of the Soviet people and the interests 
of the peoples of the socialist countries. The Soviet 
armed forces have been, are and will remain the 
reliable defender of peace and security. The Central 
Committee of the CPSU and the Soviet govern¬ 
ment do their utmost to make sure that the Soviet 
army and navy are provided with the most ad¬ 
vanced weapons and military equipment, that the 
defense capability of the USSR is maintained at a 
proper level. 

The Communist Party has set us the task of 
keeping the Soviet army and navy in a constant 
state of readiness to resolutely repel any aggressor 
The Soviet armed forces are ready to carry out this 
task. 
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Letter to the UN Secretary-General Jav¬ 
ier Perez de Cuellar on the Problem of 
the Relationship between Disarmament 
and Development? 


Dear Mr. Secretary-General, 

In the opinion of the Soviet Union, an indispen¬ 
sable condition for the successful solution of such 
an essential problem as that of ensuring the eco¬ 
nomic development of states, including those 
which have recently gained their political indepen¬ 
dence, is the prevention of nuclear war and the 
adoption of concrete measures to reduce arma¬ 
ments and achieve disarmament. It is precisely 
from this point of view that the USSR views the 
relationship between disarmament and develop¬ 
ment. 

The Soviet Union fully shares the deep concern 
of the great majority of the world’s countries over 
the fact that the arms race being whipped up by the 
imperialist forces is diverting more and more mate¬ 
rial and intellectual resources to unproductive pur¬ 
poses every year, while much of the population of 
our planet continues to suffer from malnutrition 
and disease and remains deprived of elementary 
education and medical care. 

The growth of the arms race leads to an inten¬ 
sification of the distortion and instability of inter¬ 
national economic relations, worsens the prospects 
for restructuring them on just and democratic prin¬ 
ciples and for creating a new international econom¬ 
ic order free from exploitation and diktat. 
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The United States and its NATO allies have 
initiated a new round of the arms race, attempting 
to extend it to outer space and thereby increasing 
even further the danger of nuclear war. This threat¬ 
ens to bring to a dead end the efforts aimed at 
solving such global problems involving all man¬ 
kind as the provision of food to most of the peoples 
of the earth, the development of new sources of 
energy, the preservation of the environment and 
the eradication of disease. The economic diffi¬ 
culties experienced by many countries of the world 
are being still further aggravated, and the pos¬ 
sibilities of their solution are becoming more re¬ 
mote. The resulting burden and suffering are being 
borne most of all by the working people. 

The imperialist powers’ reliance on force and 
their arbitrary inclusion of many developing coun¬ 
tries in their spheres of “vital interests” are forcing 
those countries to spend funds on the acquisition of 
armaments that they desperately need for develop¬ 
ment. More and more states are becoming involved 
in the vicious circle of the arms race. 

For that reason, the question of taking action to 
avert nuclear war, end the growth of armaments 
and prevent the expansion of the arms race to new 
countries, to environments and spheres of human 
activity which are as yet free from it, arises today 
with greater urgency than everbefore. 

The USSR is persistently working for the adop¬ 
tion of real measures to curb the arms race and 
achieve disarmament, measures that would make 
it possible to release funds for the purposes of 
development, including that of the developing 
countries. To that end, it has advanced numerous 
specific proposals in the United Nations and out¬ 
side it. As early as 1962, the USSR proposed for 
consideration at the 17th session of the United 
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Nations General Assembly a “Draft Declaration 
Concerning the Conversion to Peaceful Needs of 
the Resources Released by Disarmament”. An¬ 
other USSR proposal made in the United Nations 
provided that the funds obtained by ending the 
production and reducing the stockpiles of nuclear 
weapons should be used exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, including those of development. 

One of the most effective and at the same time 
simplest ways to curb the arms race and thereby 
obtain additional funds for development purposes 
would be to reduce military budgets. The relevant 
Soviet initiatives in this connection have won 
widespread approval in the United Nations. More 
than ten years have passed since the United Na¬ 
tions General Assembly approved the USSR pro¬ 
posal for reducing by ten per cent the military 
budgets of the permanent member states of the 
Security Council and using part of the funds so 
saved for assistance to developing countries. 

Since then the Soviet Union has persistently 
tried to secure the implementation of that General 
Assembly decision, which was supported by a ma¬ 
jority of the members of the United Nations. Why 
has that useful United Nations’ decision not yet 
been put into effect? Because the United States and 
its NATO allies are unwilling to reduce their mili¬ 
tary allocations, which are programmed to grow at 
a dizzying rate until the beginning of the next 
millennium. 

Under these circumstances, the proposals from 
some quarters to assess the “military efforts and 
potential” of states and the proposals, in the guise 
of ensuring the “openness” of military expendi¬ 
tures, to expand the collection of data on the mili¬ 
tary utilization of human and material resources 
are designed to mask the true reason for the arms 
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race, which is that certain states lack the political 
will to undertake real disarmament measures and 
consequently to release funds for development pur¬ 
poses. 

The same is true of proposals aimed at replacing 
the reduction of military budgets with deliberately 
complicated accounting investigations of the com¬ 
parability of those budgets, which means nothing 
but endless numerical disputes among economists, 
statisticians and other experts. Such an approach 
is alien to the Soviet Union, since it would be 
merely another version of negotiating for the sake 
of negotiating, or more precisely, of feigning disar¬ 
mament efforts while the arms race continues with 
growing intensity. 

The ideas about introducing some kind of “tax” 
on military expenditures are also unrealistic. They 
amount not to ending the arms race but merely to 
requiring a sort of “payoff’ for its continuation. 
Indeed, they might give rise to a paradoxical situa¬ 
tion in which a desire for greater deductions in 
relation to the amount of weapons possessed by 
other States would give certain countries an inter¬ 
est in further increasing their arsenals rather than 
reducing them. 

It is also difficult to imagine how the freeing of 
resources for development purposes could be fur¬ 
thered by holding a conference on various aspects 
of the relationship between disarmament and de¬ 
velopment, which in fact have nothing whatsoever 
to do with disarmament measures. On the other 
hand, one cannot rule out the possibility that such 
a forum could be used by the opponents of disarma¬ 
ment as a screen for hiding their unwillingness to 
take genuine and tangible steps in arms limitation. 

As international tensions increase, however, the 
adoption of practical measures to reduce the mili- 
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tary expenditures of states and to allocate addi¬ 
tional funds to development purposes is becoming 
especially relevant. The serious economic diffi¬ 
culties and crisis phenomena of today, affecting 
many capitalist and developing countries, and pro¬ 
ducing a profoundly adverse impact on the entire 
system of world economic relations also dictate the 
need for such measures. Clearly, only real disarma¬ 
ment measures can make possible the reallocation 
of resources to solving the truly critical social and 
economic problems of the developing countries— 
which colonizers mercilessly robbed in the past 
and international monopolies today would like to 
exploit endlessly. Such measures would also be a 
means of alleviating the chronic ills which afflict 
the economies of the capitalist countries, with their 
armies of many millions of unemployed, hungry 
and suffering people. 

The Soviet Union is sympathetic to the demand 
of many states, especially the developing ones, that 
arms-limitation and arms-reduction should be 
adopted in close conjunction with the solution of 
the problems of economic development. This can be 
done. The specific proposals made by the Soviet 
Union and other socialist countries for the reduc¬ 
tion of military budgets in percentage or absolute 
terms and their readiness to solve, on a mutually 
acceptable basis, the problem of the initial magni¬ 
tude of such reductions, including, as a first step, 
an agreement to freeze military expenditures, 
create a good basis for reaching agreement. 

Seeking to move the solution of this extraor¬ 
dinarily important problem off dead center, the 
Warsaw Treaty states have addressed to the NATO 
states a proposal that both sides should refrain 
from increasing military expenditures and should 
subsequently reduce them. The joint document 
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transmitted by the socialist countries to the mem¬ 
bers of NATO on March 5,1984, contains proposals 
for actually starting negotiations on the problem. 
However, no answer has yet been received from 
NATO. 

The Soviet Union is convinced that if the United 
States and those of its allies possessing a major 
economic and military potential had also shown a 
readiness to reach practical agreement on the re¬ 
duction of military budgets, an agreement putting 
an end to the never-ending spiral of military expen¬ 
ditures would by now have become a fact of politi¬ 
cal life. That would mean that substantial 
financial and material resources would already 
have been channelled towards constructive goals, 
towards social and economic development. 

The release of significant resources for develop¬ 
ment purposes also would unquestionable be facili¬ 
tated by the implementation of a broad range of 
proposals advanced by the Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries concerning a whole series of 
arms limitation and disarmament problems. The 
realization of the Soviet proposal for agreement on 
definite rules to govern relations among States 
that possess nuclear weapons is very important in 
this context. With the strengthening of confidence 
and the turn for the better in the international 
situation, which would inevitably result from such 
measures, states could devote an ever-increasing 
portion of the resources that they now expend on 
weapons to the goal of promoting development. 

The sooner the military conveyor belts are slow¬ 
ed down and then halted and the sooner people stop 
wasting their vast intellectual and material re¬ 
sources on the creation and stockpiling of new 
weapons of destruction, the more successful and 
rapid the economic and social progress of all states 
and peoples will become. 
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Speech at a Luncheon in the Kremlin in 
Honor of Hans-Dietrich Genscher, For¬ 
eign Minister of the Federal Republic of 
Germany 

May 21, 1984 


Your visit to the Soviet Union continues the ex¬ 
isting practice of political contacts between our 
states. True, this time we are meeting in a consid¬ 
erably more aggravated international situation. 
The need to rectify it is acutely felt everywhere—in 
Europe and beyond. 

It is appropriate to recall that the USSR and the 
FRG had done much for the positive changes in 
Europe that determined its development in the 
1970s. Of pivotal importance in this respect were 
the Moscow Treaty, and the subsequent treaties of 
the GDR, Poland and Czechoslovakia with the 
FRG. It was then that a period of detente started in 
Europe and became filled with tangible, concrete 
meaning. 

But such developments must have gone against 
the grain of those forces which arrogantly believed 
that they could dictate their will to other peoples— 
in Central America, in the Middle East and in 
Europe; in fact, almost wherever they pleased. 

You could hardly have expected us not to say this 
frankly. Clearly, the U.S. Administration is abso¬ 
lutely banking on confrontation and arbitrariness 
in international relations, on upsetting in its favor 
the existing military equilibrium. 

Now it appears that in the West, too, many have 
come to realize that the torpedoing of the talks on 
nuclear arms in Geneva was programmed in ad- 
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vance. This was done by those who were bent on 
one thing—to deploy at all costs in West European 
countries, members of NATO, their first-strike nu¬ 
clear missiles against the Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries. So they exploded the talks. 
They tried to feign grief at this, but not very convin¬ 
cingly. The pretense was too obvious. 

They try to cover up their actions with talk to the 
effect that the end of the world has not come and a 
“new glacial period” has not set in. But this is 
forced, artificial optimism. Is it not clear that the 
appearance of new American missiles in Europe 
has sharply aggravated the nuclear threat? And 
this threat continues to grow with every new mis¬ 
sile that is being deployed, including those on the 
territory of the FRG. 

It should be openly said: the FRG was one of 
those NATO countries which, together with the 
United States, paved the road to Europe for the 
American nuclear missiles. Their deployment will 
go down as a dark page in the annals of the 1980s. 

These missiles are a source of danger not only to 
those against whom they are aimed, but to every¬ 
body. And it is not by chance that in various parts 
of Europe, and also across the ocean for that mat¬ 
ter, people are ever more seriously asking the ques¬ 
tion: Has not a big military and political 
miscalculation been made, especially by the gov¬ 
ernments of those countries that widely opened the 
door to the new American arms? 

And the answer to this question is clear: the 
sooner these arms are taken away the easier it will 
be to breathe, both for Europeans and Americans, 
and also for the world as a whole. This would also 
make unnecessary the reply measures that are now 
being taken by the USSR and its allies, first of all 
along the directions from which the increased nu- 
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clear threat comes. We were not the ones who want¬ 
ed this. 

The removal of the American missiles would 
make it possible to commence talks on nuclear 
arms—both European and strategic ones. But 
there cannot be serious and productive talks when 
one of the sides—the United States—does not want 
to give up its attempts to upset regional and strate¬ 
gic parity. 

Talks should be conducted not to divert atten¬ 
tion, not to cover up militaristic preparations, but 
to achieve a genuine lowering of the level of nuclear 
confrontation in Europe and in the world. It is 
exactly such talks that the Soviet Union has al¬ 
ways advocated. 

I speak about this because appeals are now heard 
every so often for returning to Geneva, revitalizing 
dialogue and building a bridge between East and 
West, as if nothing special had happened. 

Of course, a bridge between East and West must 
be built, and the more reliable it will be, the better. 
But nuclear missiles are unreliable supports for 
such a bridge. It could not then be used for achiev¬ 
ing trust and cooperation, mutual understanding 
and peace. We propose building this bridge on a 
different basis—on principles of peaceful coexis¬ 
tence and established norms of mutual relations, 
first of all between the nuclear powers, about which 
Konstantin Ustinovich Chernenko spoke with 
very compelling logic on behalf of our party and 
State. 

The Soviet Union and other socialist countries 
have made a wide range of constructive proposals. 
Their aim is to substantially ease tension, advance 
the cause of disarmament and enhance security 
and peace on earth. 

A pledge not to be the first to use nuclear weap¬ 
ons and the conclusion of a treaty on the mutual 
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non-use of armed force and the maintenance of 
relations of peace would be of paramount impor¬ 
tance. Why are these proposals being hushed up in 
the NATO countries, why are they being concealed 
from the peoples? These and other Soviet pro¬ 
posals, which are well known in the NATO capi¬ 
tals, are also on the negotiating table in Stockholm 
and are waiting to be considered. 

The Soviet Union has declared on more than one 
occasion that it will never use nuclear weapons 
against countries which renounce their production 
and acquisition and do not have them in their 
territories. We still adhere to this approach and 
would be prepared to conclude a corresponding 
bilateral agreement with any of these countries. 

You, Mr. Minister, were recently in Washington. 
We noted the fact that your conversations there 
also touched on the American plans for militariz¬ 
ing outer space. I would like to stress in this connec¬ 
tion that attempts to turn all near space into a 
potential theater of operations in another man¬ 
ifestation of dangerous adventurism. It is essential 
to do everything to prevent the nuclear sword from 
being poised over mankind. 

We in the Soviet Union are convinced that all 
channels of militarizing outer space must be block¬ 
ed-before it is too late. The Soviet Union has 
always favored this. A radical, positive solution is 
needed. We urge the Federal Republic of Germany 
to assess the situation soberly, to imagine the con¬ 
sequences, specifically for Western Europe, of at¬ 
tempts to inundate outer space with super-new 
types of deadly mass-destruction weapons. We urge 
the FRG to declare itself in favor of the exploration 
of outer space for only peaceful purposes. 

We are far from viewing the entire international 
reality only in black and white. There are in it quite 
a few signs attesting to the desire of Europeans and 
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non-Europeans to find a way out of the present 
situation, to reduce the nuclear threat. Such a de¬ 
sire is, and always will be, met with understanding 
and appropriate response on our part. 

Statements that East-West relations should not 
be reduced to the question of missiles can now be 
heard here and there in Western Europe. But say¬ 
ing this is tantamount to saying that everything 
should not be reduced to the question of war and 
peace, that there are other questions. There is little 
logic in such utterances. 

Regarding the international situation, any state 
devoted to peace cannot but condemn the United 
States’ aggressive actions against Nicaragua. A 
crime is being committed before the eyes of the 
whole world against a sovereign state only because 
its courageous and proud people wish to be the 
master in their own home and not an appendage to 
a large neighboring power. The Soviet Union reso¬ 
lutely condemns the United States’ actions against 
Nicaragua. 

For geographic, political, economic and other 
reasons the USSR and the FRG are natural par¬ 
tners in peaceful cooperation. This is well under¬ 
stood by the peoples of our countries. The USSR 
and the FRG have broad, yet not fully explored 
possibilities. It is also true that they can be utilized 
most fully only in conditions of detente, of joint 
efforts to consolidate European and world peace. 

The European peoples have entered the 40th year 
since the end of the Second World War. Not all the 
past years were a time of harmonious cooperation 
and mutual understanding. But still these were 
peaceful years. And it is our joint, yes, our joint 
duty to do everything to safeguard peace for the 
future generations as well. The Potsdam Agree¬ 
ment, the Moscow Treaty, and the Final Act signed 
in Helsinki—all oblige us to do that. 
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Speech in the Grand Kremlin Palace at 
a Dinner in Honor of a Party and State 
Delegation Headed by Kim II Sung, 
General Secretary of the Central Com¬ 
mittee of the Workers’ Party of Korea, 
President of the Democratic People’s Re¬ 
public of Korea 

May 23,1984 


... The Soviet people well know and understand 
the fundamental national problem that the Korean 
people are perseveringly struggling to solve. It is 
the problem of reunifying their country, which re¬ 
mains split by way of the policies of U.S. imperial¬ 
ism. 

The Soviet Union consistently stands for Korea 
to be reunified by peaceful means, on a democratic 
basis, after the withdrawal of U.S. troops from 
South Korea. This is our firm and invariable posi¬ 
tion. We support the DPRK’s important initiatives 
providing for the signing of a peace treaty to re¬ 
place the existing armistice agreement, adopting a 
declaration of non-aggression between North and 
South, carrying out mutual reductions of armed 
forces, and making the Korean peninsula a nu¬ 
clear-free zone. Implementation of these initiatives 
would substantially improve the situation in Korea 
and create favorable conditions for a productive 
dialogue between North and South. 

The forces of imperialism and reaction are set¬ 
ting up additional obstacles to a just solution of the 
Korean question; as is, it is already sufficiently 
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complicated. These obstacles include the buildup of 
the U.S. armed contingent in the South of Korea, 
the demonstrations of U.S. military might have 
grown in scope each year, and now also involving 
combat units of South Korea and Japan. I must say 
that we are seriously concerned about such a dan¬ 
gerous seat of military tension close to the Soviet 
Union’s state borders. 

For the imperialists the Asian continent is an¬ 
other, an eastern, front of struggle against socialist 
states. The United States has spun a web of mili¬ 
tary bases and strongpoints there and deployed 
nuclear weapons. Lying within the range of these 
weapons is not only the territory of the Soviet 
Union but also the territories of other socialist, and 
not only socialist, states in Asia and the Pacific. It 
can be recalled that the Asian continent was the 
first testing range for combat use of nuclear weap¬ 
ons by the United States. 

“Divide and rule” is a traditional method of the 
colonizers. Nowadays the imperialists are continu¬ 
ing the tactics of disuniting peoples and setting one 
country against another. In spite of the apparently 
instructive experience of such disgracefully col¬ 
lapsed anti-communist alliances as CENTO and 
SEATO, they are again trying to forge militarist 
axes and triangles, like a Washington-Tokyo-Seoul 
bloc. We are against such geopolitics, against any 
“spheres of influence” and “zones of interests”, 
against closed military groupings anywhere, in¬ 
cluding the Pacific. The Pacific belongs to all; it 
can and must become an ocean of peace and good¬ 
neighborliness, bringing the peoples closer to¬ 
gether, not separating them. 

And doesn’t the US policy of reviving and 
strengthening Japanese militarism destabilize the 
situation in Asia? Washington does not conceal its 
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intentions to make Japan its “unsinkable aircraft 
carrier”. This is a dangerous game, for Japanese 
militarism on more than one occasion has revealed 
its expansionist, colonialist essence and on more 
than one occasion unleashed war. Meanwhile, in 
Tokyo, revanchist notes are again being struck and 
territorial claims laid. Attempts to repeat history— 
and on a more dangerous basis this time, in the age 
of nuclear weapons—cannot but make many Asian 
states apprehensive. Nor do these attempts augur 
well for Japan itself. 

The peoples of Asia have different histories and 
different social systems, but their basic interests 
can be brought to a common denominator—the 
desire for peace and good-neighborly relations; the 
renunciation of the use of force; the settlement of 
contentious issues and conflicts by peaceful 
means; equality and independence; respect for sov¬ 
ereignty and the inviolability of the borders; non¬ 
interference in domestic affairs; the development 
of economic and other cooperation on the basis of 
mutual benefit; and, an independent, free choice of 
the road for social development. We are sure that on 
such principles the peoples of Asia can find a com¬ 
mon language. 

The Soviet Union is consistently in favor of an 
active, conscientious search for ways to improve 
the situation on the Asian continent without wast¬ 
ing precious time. As is known, the 26th Congress 
of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union pro¬ 
posed that talks be conducted with all interested 
countries on confidence-building measures in the 
Far East. Implementation of such measures would 
substantially help consolidate the foundations of 
universal peace. 

The DPRK’s peace initiatives for lessening ten¬ 
sion in Korea, and in the Far East, are well known. 
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The world public positively assessed the proposal 
advanced by the Mongolian People’s Republic to 
conclude a convention on mutual non-aggression 
and non-use of force in relations between the states 
of Asia and the Pacific. We fully approve of the 
constructive stance and peace initiatives of Viet¬ 
nam, Laos and Kampuchea—countries that cou¬ 
rageously opposed attacks from imperialism and 
hegemonism in Southeast Asia and who call for 
mutual understanding and normalization of rela¬ 
tions between states of the region, for its transfor¬ 
mation into a zone of peace and stability. The non- 
aligned movement has advanced quite a few useful 
and constructive ideas. 

In our opinion, relations between the Soviet 
Union and China are an essential factor for the 
development of the situation on the Asian conti¬ 
nent. Our country consistently favors their normal¬ 
ization and improvement, but naturally not at the 
expense of third countries. Progress in Soviet-Chi- 
nese relations and the PRC’s participation in the 
struggle of nations to prevent war would undoub¬ 
tedly help to increase the role of socialism in inter¬ 
national affairs and consolidate the positions of 
forces upholding peace. 

We are far from thinking that Asian problems 
can be resolved within a brief period of time by a 
single conference or agreement. Still, a beginning 
must be made. As a Korean proverb has it, “a 
journey one thousand li long starts with the first 
step.” 





ANDREI GROMYKO 

Speech at a Luncheon in Honor of 
William Hayden, Australia’s Foreign 
Minister 9 


We believe that political contacts between our 
countries are necessary and useful, and you, evi¬ 
dently, share this view. 

In the Soviet Union there is great interest in the 
“green continent” (as Australia is called) for its 
unique nature, the country’s past and present. This 
is a manifestation of our people’s natural wish to 
communicate with other peoples, living far or near. 
There is quite a distance between the Soviet Union 
and Australia—our countries are situated near the 
opposite poles of the globe. However, this does not 
mean that we should be antipodes in every other 
respect. The peoples of the Soviet Union and Aus¬ 
tralia, who fought against the common enemy in 
the years of the Second World War, want to live in 
peace. And peace is humanity’s main asset. 

Our meeting gives us an opportunity to compare 
the positions of the Soviet Union and Australia on 
international problems, to exchange views on pos¬ 
sible ways of alleviating the dangerous tension 
existing in the world. We are prompted to do that by 
mankind’s worry for its future—for its very exis¬ 
tence—which has never before been under such a 
serious threat. 

What are the causes of such a situation? They lie 
in the imperial, hegemonist policy of the USA in 
world affairs, its goal of attaining military superi¬ 
ority. That is the policy proclaimed in Washington, 
that is the policy made there. 
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All over the world more and more people—whose 
convictions are often very different from ours— 
realize where the danger of war has built its nest, 
from where it threatens peace. 

In these circumstances the Soviet Union consid¬ 
ers it its duty to take all necessary answering mea¬ 
sures of a defensive nature. No more than that, but 
no less either. Acting in this way we not only 
ensure our own security and that of our allies, but 
also safeguard civilization on Earth. For if a nu¬ 
clear holocaust flared up, it would spare nobody. 

But we are against peoples’ looking at one an¬ 
other through a palisade of rearing nuclear 
missiles and the world being enmeshed by a web of 
suspicion and animosity. We do not seek military 
superiority over anyone, we do not need it. Kons¬ 
tantin Chernenko has repeatedly emphasized this 
point in his speeches on the state of affairs in the 
world. Our policy is to put an end to an arms race 
imposed upon us by those who would like to dictate 
their will from a position of strength. 

We stand for a total exclusion of power politics 
from international relations, for the adoption of a 
Universal Treaty on the Non-Use of Force; we have 
repeatedly proposed to the NATO countries to con¬ 
clude a relevant treaty. We shall continue striving 
for that in the future. 

They way towards delivering mankind from a 
catastrophe, towards improving the international 
situation and creating an atmosphere of confi¬ 
dence is inseparably linked with curbing the arms 
race, above all, nuclear arms. It is now the crux of 
the matter. In our view there is an imperative need 
for reaching agreement on radical measures to 
limit and reduce nuclear armaments on the just 
principle of equality and equal security. It can be 
reached on no other basis. If the USA and other 
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NATO countries who follow it are prepared to ac¬ 
cept this basis, to restore the situation that existed 
before the deployment of new American missiles in 
Western Europe, a possibility of resuming the nu¬ 
clear arms talks would be opened. This is what we 
urge the USA and its allies to do. 

We also call upon them to agree on the mutual 
freeze of U.S. and Soviet nuclear weapons testing, 
on preventing the arms race from spreading to 
outer space, on the prohibition and elimination of 
chemical weapons on a worldwide scale. We pro¬ 
pose many other specific measures capable of aver¬ 
ting the threat of mass destruction. 

And would not people all over the world rest 
easier if other nuclear powers followed the example 
of the Soviet Union and assumed the obligation not 
to be the first to use nuclear weapons? Would not 
the horizons in all continents become clearer and 
brighter if the nuclear powers—as proposed by the 
Soviet Union—agreed on definite obligatory norms 
of relations among them, with the primary aim of 
preventing nuclear war? There is no doubt that 
every state, and international security as a whole, 
would benefit from such a turn for the better. 

The atmosphere in the world is poisoned by hot¬ 
beds of tension and armed conflict whipped up by 
the forces which would like to profit from fanning 
animosity and strife among nations. The Soviet 
Union is for eliminating the hotbeds everywhere in 
the world, for settling all international disputes by 
peaceful means. We want every region of the world 
to be a zone of peace and stability; for relations 
among states to be based on equality and good¬ 
neighborliness, without outside interference. We do 
not pursue any other interests anywhere in the 
world. 

The increased tension in the international situa- 
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tion is also felt in the region of Asia to which 
Australia is adjacent. The Soviet Union and other 
socialist countries are for turning Asia into a re¬ 
gion of peace. These goals are fully met by the 
Soviet proposal for the application of measures of 
confidence in the Far East, including those in the 
military field, both collectively and on a bilateral 
basis, by the proposal of the Mongolian People’s 
Republic on signing a convention on mutual non¬ 
aggression and non-use of force in relations among 
the states of Asia and the Pacific, and by other 
similar initiatives. 

Together with other countries, the Soviet Union 
presses for making the Indian Ocean a zone of 
peace and for a speedy convocation of an interna¬ 
tional conference to this end under United Nations’ 
auspices. We believe it necessary to step up pre¬ 
parations for this conference so that it could take 
place not later than the first half of 1985—as deter¬ 
mined by the 38th session of the UN General As¬ 
sembly. 

It would be useful right now, without waiting for 
the convocation of the conference, to take specific 
steps which would contribute to the lessening of 
tension in this region where one-third of the earth’s 
population lives. This refers to non-littoral states, 
which could make a decision not to send major 
naval formations to the Indian Ocean, not to hold 
military exercises or maneuvers and not to set up 
military bases there. 

We are convinced that halting the arms race in 
the sea and ocean spaces could make a weighty 
contribution to preventing war. The Soviet Union, 
both separately and together with other socialist 
countries, has proposed agreeing on a number of 
concrete measures concerning mutual limitation of 
naval activities, limitation and reduction of naval 
armaments and relevant confidence measures— 
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both generally and in regard to specific regions, be 
it the Indian, Atlantic or Pacific oceans, the Medi¬ 
terranean Sea or the Persian Gulf. As an urgent 
measure, agreement might be reached on the non¬ 
expansion of naval activities of states in the areas 
of conflict or tension. 

Grave concern is caused by the inadmissible sit¬ 
uation with regard to the UN mandatory territory 
of Micronesia as a result of the unlawful actions by 
the USA—that, in fact, unscrupulously annexes 
Micronesia—attempting to dismember this UN 
mandatory territory and turn it into its new mili¬ 
tary-strategic stronghold. 

For many years now a dangerous situation exists 
in the Middle East. To remedy the situation, the 
aggressor must withdraw from the occupied Arab 
lands. A just and stable peace in this region is 
possible only through a comprehensive political 
settlement. In our view the most realistic way to 
achieve this is to convene a special international 
conference, with the participation of the only legiti¬ 
mate representative of the Palestinian people, the 
Palestine liberation Organization. 

The situation in Southeast Asia continues to be 
complicated by the actions of forces located outside 
the region, but bent on using its strategically im¬ 
portant positions in their own interests. Solving 
the problems of Southeast Asia is a matter for the 
states of the region themselves, and this can be 
achieved by a peaceful dialogue among them on the 
basis of non-interference from outside in the inter¬ 
nal affairs of states. As for the Soviet Union, we are 
ready, as we have repeatedly stated, to participate 
together with other permanent members of the UN 
Security Council in providing guarantees for ac¬ 
cords that can be reached between the countries of 
Indochina and those of the ASEAN. 

We support the peaceful constructive proposals 
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of three Indochinese countries—aimed at improv¬ 
ing the situation in Southeast Asia—making it a 
zone of peace, stability and cooperation. We wel¬ 
come a more active dialogue between Australia and 
Vietnam and consider it a sensible and farsighted 
policy. 

The great distance lying between the Soviet 
Union and Australia is not, in our opinion, an 
obstacle to the development of bilateral relations. 
Recently these relations have been invigorated, 
and both sides derive only benefit from this. As for 
the Soviet Union, we have always been for the 
expansion of stable, fruitful relations with Aus¬ 
tralia in various fields. 

In our view, unused opportunities exist in dif¬ 
ferent spheres: trade, economy, science, technology 
and culture. 

Development of mutually beneficial cooperation 
among states, including those with different social 
systems, serves the interests of a more lasting 
peace on Earth. We want peace for ourselves, for 
the Soviet people; we want it for all people, regard¬ 
less of the country or the continent where they live. 

The Soviet Union is doing all it can to bring 
about a fundamental change for the better in the 
development of world events. “We are convinced,” 
stressed Konstantin Chernenko, “that real pos¬ 
sibilities for a radical improvement in the interna¬ 
tional situation do exist”. The thing now is not to 
let them slip away, but to use them. 

Indeed, boundless horizons for peaceful develop¬ 
ment would open up before mankind if it could free 
itself from a heavy and detrimental burden—that 
of the arms race; if it could direct all its creative 
energy towards solving its vital problems. The So¬ 
viet state directs all its policies, all its activities 
towards this bright future. 
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Replies to a message from the West Ger¬ 
man public figure Petra Kelly of the 
Green Party . 10 


Esteemed Madam Kelly, 

We share your concern about the possibility of 
nuclear, chemical and other weapons being used. 
There is every reason for such concern, the more so 
considering that some people would like to bring 
new consignments of chemical munitions, as well 
as neutron weapons, into Western Europe, and 
particularly into your country, following the new 
nuclear missiles. 

In this context it is appropriate to remember the 
particular responsibility of those states on whose 
territory the deployment of new types of weapons 
of mass destruction has commenced or is planned, 
responsibility both for the destiny of their own 
peoples and for European peace and international 
security as a whole. 

You ask how to preclude the possibility of nuclear 
or chemical weapons being used against the FRG, 
and what conditions it needs to fulfill for this. 

The conditions, as we see it, actually come down 
to one thing: under no circumstances must the FRG 
ever become a bridgehead for preparation or per¬ 
petration of aggression against the USSR and its 
socialist allies involving use of the means of war¬ 
fare that you mention, or others. In this case your 
country can rest assured that nothing threatens it. 
It can be said that your country will be insured 
against a return strike. 

L 
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One who deploys on one’s territory first-strike 
weapons aimed at neighboring states places 
oneself in advance under threat of a retaliatory 
strike, a strike of retribution. One who turns others 
into a target inevitably also becomes a target. This 
must be made completely clear. 

For all states not to feel alarm for their security, 
measures must be taken, as you yourself rightly 
believe, Madam Kelly, to scrap all weapons of mass 
annihilation, both in your country and in the West 
and East in general. On its part the Soviet Union 
has repeatedly stated its readiness to act thus, if 
the other states act likewise. 

I, and other statesmen of my country, have al¬ 
ready noted that readiness by nuclear states to 
submit their relations to certain norms and to un- 
deviatingly adhere to them in their policy, as the 
Soviet Union is already doing, would be of funda¬ 
mental importance. I will only remind you of some 
of these norms that directly relate to the matters 
you have raised. The Soviet Union has officially 
and solemnly declared that it will never use nuclear 
weapons against countries which have renounced 
production and acquisition of such weapons and do 
not have them on their territory. More than that, 
our country has adopted, and unilaterally at that, 
an obligation not to be the first to use nuclear arms. 
The USSR, together with its Warsaw Treaty allies, 
proposes that an agreement be reached between 
them and the NATO countries on non-first use of 
conventional arms as well and of military force in 
general. Our country is prepared for this. 

What, one might ask, prevents other nuclear 
powers from assuming similar commitments, if 
their thoughts are for peace, as their leaders claim? 
For if there is no first nuclear strike, then, natu¬ 
rally, there will be no subsequent strikes. 
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Clearly, under such conditions it would also be 
much easier to reach agreement on measures for a 
practical reduction, and in the long term, total 
scrapping of the nuclear stockpiles. The Soviet 
Union has set forth a realistic stage-by-stage pro¬ 
gram for achieving this aim, a program of a global 
nature. 

As to the European continent, here, too, the 
USSR proposes practical solutions: from a radical 
reduction of nuclear weapons in accordance with 
the principle of equality and equal security to the 
full riddance of Europe from both medium-range 
and tactical nuclear weapons. 

Similarly, the Soviet Union is resolutely against 
chemical weapons ever being used. We have made 
specific proposals on removing them from military 
arsenals altogether. The USSR and the other so¬ 
cialist countries have proposed, as one of the top 
priorities, reaching agreement on freeing Europe 
from all types of chemical weapons. 

Such is our position. I hope it gives an exhaustive 
answer to all the questions that interest you. In 
order to achieve a definite turn for the better, it is 
essential to overcome the stubborn sabotage tac¬ 
tics used by those who openly bank on force and 
who declare the use of mass destruction weapons a 
“legitimate” and “moral” way of solving disputed 
issues and achieving their political aims. It is to 
this end that missiles intended for aggression are 
being deployed on West European soil and chemi¬ 
cal weapons are being brought from across the 
Atlantic and stockpiled there. 

A barrier should be erected against the policy of 
deliberately placing a fuse of nuclear and chemical 
war under the European continent. The task of 
frustrating these sinister designs stands urgently 
before all peoples, political parties and public 
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movements. And it must be solved without delay 
and without sparing any effort. 

The Soviet Union will continue to do everything 
it can to achieve a turn towards normalization of 
the European and international situation in the 
interests of peace and the security of peoples. 
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From his speech in the Grand Kremlin 
Palace at a Luncheon in Honor of Nic- 
olae Ceausescu, General Secretary of 
the Rumanian Communist Party, Presi¬ 
dent of the Socialist Republic of 
Rumania 11 


. . . The socialist countries have to implement 
their peaceful constructive plans in a complicated 
and tense international situation. The blame for 
whipping up tension lies with the U.S. ruling cir¬ 
cles who have set themselves the aim of dominat¬ 
ing the world. They are stubbornly pursuing a 
course of achieving military superiority over the 
Soviet Union and other socialist countries and in¬ 
tensifying the pace of carrying out large-scale pro¬ 
grams aimed at the production of new types of 
weapons; above all, nuclear weapons. The United 
States wants to turn outer space, too, into an arena 
of military confrontation. 

The war threat is looming ever larger as the 
deployment of U.S. first-strike nuclear missiles, 
trained on the Soviet Union and other socialist 
countries, continues in Western Europe. 

In these conditions the USSR and its allies are 
compelled to take the necessary answering mea¬ 
sures. As we have repeatedly said, the United 
States and NATO will not succeed in upsetting the 
military balance of forces and gaining military 
superiority over the socialist world. The security of 
the Soviet Union and its friends will be reliably 
ensured under any circumstances. 

NATO propagandists are now alleging that the 
Soviet Union is to blame for the fact that no nego- 
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tiations on nuclear questions are being held. Wash¬ 
ington and those in Western Europe who toe its line 
apparently need that invention to conceal the real 
state of affairs from the peoples. The fact, however, 
is that it was the policy of the U.S. ruling circles 
bent on upsetting the military balance in their 
favor and creating a springboard of aggression in 
Western Europe against socialist countries that 
wrecked the negotiations in Geneva and disrupted 
the whole process of talks on nuclear armaments. 

The peoples, however, are aware of the conse¬ 
quences of the arrival of new American missiles in 
Europe. Militarily and strategically Washington 
has gained or will gain nothing. The level of mili¬ 
tary confrontation, however, has indeed risen. The 
danger of nuclear catastrophe has grown and con¬ 
tinues to grow as each new U.S. missile is stationed 
there. The security of the United States itself, far 
from being strengthened, has decreased. Wash¬ 
ington, however, does not want to tell the truth and 
pretends that nothing unusual is taking place. It 
does not have the courage to admit that the nuclear 
threat is growing and that it is growing for every¬ 
body. 

The Soviet Union is resolutely against following 
the same path any further. The arms race, the 
intensification of the balance of terror—this is not 
our choice. We firmly stand for reducing the level of 
military confrontation and reaching agreements 
in this matter in accordance with the principle of 
equality and equal security. 

Sometimes it is asked if it would not be better for 
us to sit down at the negotiating table and pay no 
attention to the U.S. missiles in Western Europe. 
This does not sound bad, or so it seems. But we 
cannot adopt such an attitude. What kind of talks 
could there be? Instead of being concerned with 
reducing armaments they would actually deal with 
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NATO’s “rearmament”, with the question of where 
in Western Europe U.S. missiles should be de¬ 
ployed and how many. The way to reducing strate¬ 
gic armaments would also be blocked, for it would 
be unwise, to say the least, from the point of view of 
the security of the socialist community to agree to a 
reduction of one’s armaments when a channel is 
open for amassing U.S. forward-based nuclear sys¬ 
tems around the perimeter of the socialist states. In 
a word, to hold negotiations while the deployment 
of U.S. missiles is under way would only create in 
people an illusion of security and give freedom of 
action to the advocates of the arms race. 

But proper conditions for constructive negotia¬ 
tions can be created. What is needed for that? It is 
necessary that the immediate threat to peace, 
which has arisen with the appearance of U.S. mis¬ 
siles on European soil, should be removed. It is 
necessary that the striving for superiority, which 
still fascinates U.S. politicians and which is viv¬ 
idly demonstrated by the U.S. proposals at the 
Geneva talks, be abandoned. 

As for the Soviet Union, we do not seek superi¬ 
ority. If the American side showed a real interest in 
arriving at mutually acceptable decisions, there 
would be no lack of cooperation on our part. 

In response to the militarist policy of the U.S. 
and NATO, the Soviet Union and other Warsaw 
Treaty countries have put forward a broad pro¬ 
gram of peace proposals aimed at improving the 
situation in Europe and throughout the world. This 
Program has been worked out through joint efforts 
of the fraternal countries. It constitutes a construc¬ 
tive basis for reaching mutually acceptable agree¬ 
ments that could deliver mankind from the threat 
°f nuclear war. 

The recent appeal of the Warsaw Treaty member 
states to the NATO countries on the conclusion of a 
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treaty on the mutual renunciation of the use of 
military force and the maintenance of peaceful 
relations between them is vivid evidence of their 
striving for peace. The West has so far been keep¬ 
ing silent about it. Meanwhile, the conclusion of 
such a treaty would be a step of great political 
significance and would help bring about a turn for 
the better in international relations. In Stockholm 
the USSR and its allies put forward proposals 
aimed at contributing to confidence-building and 
ensuring European and international security. 

We have also sent to the governments of the 
NATO countries other far-reaching proposals: to 
free Europe of chemical weapons and not to in¬ 
crease military expenditure, but reduce it. On these 
questions, too, we have not received any clearcut 
reply from the NATO states. Moreover, Wash¬ 
ington demands that its allies spend ever greater 
sums on war preparations. 

The all-round strengthening of unity and cohe¬ 
sion of the fraternal countries on the basis of the 
principles of Marxism-Leninism and socialist in¬ 
ternationalism, and their closer cooperation in the 
world arena are acquiring special significance in 
the present international situation. 

The Warsaw Treaty Organization, the defense 
alliance of socialist countries, reliably serves the 
interests of strengthening peace. Life itself has 
convincingly proved that the alliance has for al¬ 
most thirty years protected the historical gains of 
our peoples and the peoples of the other allied 
countries, and has had a beneficial influence on 
world developments. This alliance must be pre¬ 
served and strengthened. 

In conclusion, I would like to express confidence 
that your visit to Moscow and the talks we have 
had will contribute to closer friendship and cooper¬ 
ation between our countries and peoples. 
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From his speech at a Reception in the 
Kremlin in Honor of the Participants in 
Economic Summit Conference of the 
CMEA Member Countries 12 

June 14,1984 


... The states represented at the Conference have 
put forward a realistic program of action aimed at 
improving international economic relations, 
which is in the interest of the majority of the 
world’s nations. In so doing, socialism has shown 
once again that it is a natural ally of all those 
fighting to end discrimination and eliminate all 
exploitation in international economic relations, of 
all those opposed to the use of economic levers as a 
means of political pressure and interference in the 
internal affairs of sovereign states. 

The participants in the Conference are aware of 
their responsibility for the future of the world and 
the prevention of nuclear war. The dangerous test 
of strength, which the most reactionary imperialist 
circles, especially in the United States, are impos¬ 
ing on us is not our choice and is not our policy. At 
the same time, no one should doubt our ability to 
defend ourselves. 

The CMEA member countries propose their own 
alternative to the growing threat of war. It is the 
policy of strengthening peace and reducing inter¬ 
national tension and the policy of organizing con¬ 
structive cooperation between all sovereign states 
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in the economic and other fields. We urge all states, 
all those who stand for detente and are opposed to 
nuclear madness, to work together towards this 
goal. 

We address our appeal to the socialist countries 
not represented at this Conference. The nature of 
the new social system itself objectively calls for the 
need to take concerted action for the sake of safe¬ 
guarding peace. 

We address our appeal to the developing coun¬ 
tries and to the members of the Non-Aligned 
Movement. Peace and international security and 
the curbing of the burdensome arms race are indis¬ 
pensable for their further social and economic pro¬ 
gress. 

We address our appeal to the Western countries, 
too. We offer them fair conditions of peaceful coex¬ 
istence. Socialism does not need war. It will be able 
to prove its advantages in peaceful competition. 
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Speech in the Grand Kremlin Palace at 
a Dinner in Honor of Francois Mitter¬ 
rand, President of the French Republic 

June 24,1984 


Esteemed Mr. President, 

Esteemed French guests. 

Comrades, 

We are glad to welcome the French head of state 
and the prominent statesmen and political figures 
of France accompanying him. It is good that you 
have come to Moscow. Soviet-French relations are 
rich in fine traditions. Regular personal contacts, 
including contacts at the summit level, are one 
such tradition and we want it to continue. 

Taking a realistic view of things—and this is the 
only possible way in serious politics—it should be 
recognized that there are many things dividing the 
USSR and France: differences in their social and 
economic systems and ideologies, and different 
views on a number of important international 
issues. 

But the same political realism obliges us to state 
that there are also many factors that bring our two 
countries close together. First, there are the histor¬ 
ically established bonds of friendship between the 
Soviet and the French peoples, friendship ce¬ 
mented by joint struggle in the most terrible of 
wars. Further, there are the ramified ties and ex¬ 
changes existing today in various fields and bene¬ 
ficial to both sides. There is also the special 
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responsibility of the USSR and France for preserv¬ 
ing peace, as parties to the postwar settlement in 
Europe, as permanent members of the UN Security 
Council and as two nuclear powers. The obvious 
conclusion to be drawn is that the balance of our 
relations is a constructive one, especially if viewed 
over a long period of time. This is also confirmed by 
the talks that have begun today. 

Cooperation between the Soviet Union and 
France made a noticeable and favorable impres¬ 
sion on international affairs in the period when 
detente was being established. Conversely, when 
setbacks occur in Soviet-French relations, this does 
no good to either our two countries or the interna¬ 
tional situation. 

It is important to remember both these truths 
today when the danger of nuclear war is increasing 
in the world for reasons known to all. Do responsi¬ 
ble political and state leaders have a duty more 
important today than that of averting this threat, 
warding it off from humanity? We have proposed to 
other nuclear powers, France included, that agree¬ 
ment be reached on certain norms of relations 
aimed at reducing the threat of nuclear war. 

Now a new, terrible danger is emerging, this time 
in space. Has mankind, which has reached from 
time immemorial for the stars and aspired to solve 
the mysteries of the Universe, achieved such im¬ 
pressive successes in space exploration only to 
have the threat of a nuclear conflagration come 
from it? We believe that the Soviet Union and 
France can do a great deal to prevent this. There is 
an alternative: agreement to prevent an arms race 
in space and a joining of efforts to use space for 
constructive purposes only, for the benefit of man¬ 
kind. Our two countries, which have to their credit 
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a joint space flight, can show a good example in the 
peaceful exploration of space. 

Limitation and reduction of nuclear armaments 
is a task of key importance to all countries and 
peoples, and not least to the Europeans, of course. 
This task has become even more pressing after the 
disruption of the Geneva talks by the Americans. 

The deployment of new American nuclear-mis¬ 
sile weapons in several countries of Western Eu¬ 
rope has not enhanced security for all but 
diminished it. We do not equate France with the 
countries that are deploying U.S. missiles on their 
territory. But governments that actively support 
the plans for their deployment, though not accept¬ 
ing American missiles in their own countries, also 
bear a share of responsibility. And such deploy¬ 
ment is being continued; missiles are being put into 
combat readiness, and ever new obstacles are 
being raised in the way of talks. 

Is there any way out of the situation? We are 
convinced that a way out can and must be found— 
and we have said so on many occasions. But what 
is needed for this is not mere assurances of peace- 
ability, which may be heard now in abundance 
from certain Western capitals. What is needed are 
measures testifying to a readiness not to place 
before the USSR facts that have been or are being 
accomplished. When we are offered talks with Per¬ 
shing and Cruise missiles aimed at us, while state¬ 
ments are made that the USA has no intention of 
changing its one-sided and absolutely unconstruc- 
tive position, this is a kind of ultimatum. Such a 
method is totally unsuitable for talking with the 
Soviet Union. 

Tangible, practical steps are needed that would 
clearly show a desire to make talks possible. In this 
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case we would cancel the measures that we were 
compelled to take in view of the appearance of new 
American nuclear weapons in Europe. So every¬ 
thing is up to the United States, to the NATO 
countries. 

You, Mr. President, have expressed a desire to go 
to the hero city of Volgograd during your visit to 
the Soviet Union and to honor the memory of those 
who lost their lives in what was one of the fiercest 
battles against fascism. We see in this a tribute of 
respect which the French people pay to the Soviet 
people for their contribution to the common victo¬ 
ry- 

In these June days many peoples of Europe are 
recalling the grim time of the joint struggle against 
the German fascist aggressor. Soviet people have a 
deep scar left in their hearts by June 22,1941, when 
Nazi Germany perfidiously attacked our country. 
The Soviet people and their leaders will do every¬ 
thing they can so that such things never recur in 
any form. In our time some people in the West are 
attempting to call into question the postwar ter¬ 
ritorial and political settlement in Europe. This is 
an extremely dangerous thing. We have always 
had a mutual understanding with France on this 
cardinal issue. We would like this to continue in the 
future. 

Next year we all shall mark the Fortieth Anni¬ 
versary of the Victory over fascism. We paid dearly 
for it. We do not belittle the contribution made by 
all the peoples of the anti-Hitler coalition to this 
victory or the heroism of the French patriots. But 
the decisive role of the Soviet Union in routing the 
common enemy cannot be disputed. The Soviet 
people lost twenty million sons and daughters for 
their right, and the right of other peoples, to enjoy 
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the benefits of peace, to work and live in peace and 
freedom. 

Peace, which we prize very much, allows us in the 
Soviet Union to raise steadily the living and 
cultural standards of millions of working people. A 
great deal is being done in our country to deepen 
democracy, expand the individual freedoms of cit¬ 
izens, and really ensure human rights, such as the 
right to work, to education and health care. Three 
generations of Soviet people have not known such 
things as unemployment, uncertainty for the mor¬ 
row, the threat of being left without a roof over their 
heads or worries about how to educate their chil¬ 
dren or to pay for medical treatment. To those who 
try to give us advice on human rights, we can only 
reply with an ironic smile. We have won the right to 
decide our own affairs ourselves through the great¬ 
est of revolutions and have upheld this right in 
bitter fighting against interventionists and ag¬ 
gressors. We shall not allow anyone to interfere in 
our affairs. 

Mr. President, the exchange of opinions on inter¬ 
national problems we have had today permits me, I 
believe, to speak of a mutual desire of the Soviet 
Union and France to reach greater mutual under¬ 
standing and, possibly, to make parallel efforts to 
improve the international situation and strength¬ 
en confidence. This refers to the continuation of all- 
European cooperation, including the work of the 
Stockholm conference, in whose success both our 
states are interested. This also refers to the search 
for ways of settling disputes at the seats of tension 
and military conflict, in particular those in the 
Middle East and Central America, which give the 
USSR and France cause for serious concern. I 
think I will not be wrong if I say that, in the present 
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very serious period in international development, 
the peoples expect the Soviet Union and France to 
actively contribute to improving the world situa¬ 
tion and to reducing the threat of war. 

This year will see the 60th anniversary of the 
establishment of diplomatic relations between the 
USSR and France. Evidently this significant event 
will be marked in our two countries in an at¬ 
mosphere of stronger friendship and sympathy 
between the Soviet and French peoples. Bilateral 
cooperation is helping the two states solve many 
economic, scientific and technological problems 
and exchange cultural achievements. We are for 
continuing such cooperation in the future, too, for 
its development. Perhaps, Soviet and French ex¬ 
perts together could find new areas of cooperation 
for the period up to the year 2000. We stand for a 
careful attitude to the capital accumulated in our 
relations over the decades, for joint efforts to en¬ 
large this capital and check any attempts to sow 
hostility and distrust between the French and the 
Soviet peoples. 

May the results of our talks give satisfaction to 
the peoples of our two countries and justify the 
expectations of all who hold dear the interests of 
peace, equal cooperation and stronger security in 
Europe and throughout the world. 

Let me toast your health, Mr. President! 

The health of our French guests! The welfare and 
happiness of the French people! The further de¬ 
velopment of cooperation and closer friendship be¬ 
tween the USSR and France! 
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Speech at a Luncheon in Honor of Sir 
Geoffrey Howe, British Minister of For¬ 
eign Affairs 13 


Welcoming you, Mr. Minister, I would like to say 
that we consider these Soviet-British talks as a 
continuation of a useful dialogue between our coun¬ 
tries on problems of world politics and other ques¬ 
tions of mutual interest. 

Sixty years have passed since the establishment 
of diplomatic relations between the USSR and Bri¬ 
tain. Many things happened during that time. 

Our joint struggle against fascism in the Second 
World War has left a deep imprint in the history of 
our relations. The presentation more than forty 
years ago by the British Prime Minister of the 
Sword of Honour, the gift of the King to the citizens 
of Stalingrad, was not only an acknowledgement 
of the great importance of the battle on the Volga 
which opened the way for the liberation of Europe 
from the Nazi plague. It was also a symbol of the 
close cooperation of our peoples in the struggle 
against the forces of aggression. The joint par¬ 
ticipation in the great war of liberation against 
fascism is not simply a part of the history of our 
relations. It also signifies our common respon¬ 
sibility for the future of the postwar Europe. Today, 
to remember about the past war means to think of 
peace. 

Each time that our countries managed to unite 
their efforts in the construction of peaceful rela¬ 
tions it benefited our own and other peoples. It 
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would not be an exaggeration to say that a convinc¬ 
ing example of this was set in the seventies when 
our relations developed under the sign of detente 
and fruitful cooperation in different fields. 

Regrettably, in recent years relations between 
the USSR and Britain have been stagnant, and in 
some respects they have even suffered a reversal. 
As we have repeatedly stated, this has happened 
through no fault of ours. 

In some areas, of course, a certain amount of 
useful mutual ties have still been preserved. For 
example, we are far from underestimating the ex¬ 
isting trade and economic ties with Britain. These 
ties proved their vitality in rather complex circums¬ 
tances, despite ice-cold winds of “sanctions” and 
other discriminatory measures of various sorts 
which are resorted to by those who do not find this 
or that aspect of our policy of peace to their liking. 

It is common knowledge where this morbid al¬ 
lergy to detente comes from. Time, presumably, 
will cure this disease. But it would not be right to 
rely only upon time and to allow relapses. We would 
like to hope that this is realized in Britain, too. 

On its part the Soviet Union wants Soviet-Brit- 
ish relations to develop along the ascending line, in 
the interests of the peoples of both countries, in the 
interests of peace. It is our principled line with 
regard to Britain. And we believe, Mr. Minister, 
that you will convey to your Government this opin¬ 
ion of the Soviet leadership. 

It is our conviction that special efforts to improve 
the international situation are needed now because 
the situation is complex; more than that, it is dan¬ 
gerous. The cause of this is a certain policy of a 
group of countries, first of all the United States of 
America. It is a policy of arms race, of stockpiling 
nuclear weapons, of war preparations. We have 
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repeatedly given our assessments of such a policy 
and of the situation in the world. We have also 
spoken of the causes. 

The main threat to peace today lies in Wash¬ 
ington’s drive to break the existing military bal¬ 
ance in the world, in its attempts to obtain 
positions of superiority in order to impose its will 
on other countries and peoples. Attempts are made 
to bind other NATO countries by this hopeless but 
dangerous course. The Soviet Union rejects such a 
course. 

Trampling underfoot the UN Charter, flagrantly 
throwing away international norms, the USA is 
trying to impose its ways on other countries and 
interferes unscrupulously in their internal affairs. 
It resorts to most criminal means and methods, not 
stopping short of state terrorism. There is a sort of 
terrorism cult in all its manifestations in U.S. pol¬ 
icy today. That is how the USA acted and con¬ 
tinues to act in Lebanon, Grenada, with regard to 
Nicaragua, in El Salvador. And at the same time it 
is not averse to indulging in false statements about 
human rights. 

To cover up their policy and their actions in the 
international arena, U.S. leaders resort to anti- 
Soviet attacks that, as usual, do not have an iota of 
truth. Nobody will be able to cast mud on the 
peaceful polciy of the Soviet Union. Our country 
works for the preservation and consolidation of 
peace on earth and calls upon others to do the same. 
The General Secretary of the CPSU Central Com¬ 
mittee, Chairman of the Presidium of the USSR 
Supreme Soviet, Konstantin Chernenko, has em¬ 
phasized on several occasions that the Soviet 
Union will fully cooperate with all states, big or 
small, which are ready to assist—by practical ac¬ 
tions—the lessening of international tension and 
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the creation of an atmosphere of confidence in the 
world, which the advocates of the militaristic pol¬ 
icy have done a lot to undermine. 

The Soviet Union does not merely declare its 
adherence to peace. It comes forward with concrete 
initiatives on matters of limitation and reduction 
of weapons; above all, nuclear weapons, and of the 
development of mutually beneficial cooperation. 

But all initiatives run into obstacles created by 
NATO countries. Their answer to our policy of 
peace is an increased arms race, installation of a 
chain of new military bases, creation of hotbeds of 
dangerous tension in various regions of the world. 

To take the matter of the deployment of new 
American missiles in Western Europe. There is no 
need to dwell on the fact that today this is a most 
burning issue. The Soviet Union’s position on the 
problem of nuclear weapons in Europe is well 
known. We are in favor of its solution by negotia¬ 
tion on the basis of the principle of equality and 
equal security. 

New missiles from America cannot bring se¬ 
curity, and those who accept them in their home¬ 
land are increasing the danger. 

For negotiations to achieve results, they must be 
conducted seriously with a desire to reach agree¬ 
ment, and that is exactly what they do not want in 
Washington. Word-mongering practiced there in 
an election year does not help matters in any way. 

The vital interests of European, and not only 
European, nations urgently demand a solution to 
the problem of nuclear weapons in Europe. We call 
upon the others to break the vicious circle of the 
nuclear arms race. Britain could be helpful in that 
respect. 

To bury war as a method of solving differences 
means to implement the solemn obligations under- 
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taken by the allies of the anti-Hitler coalition. It 
was precisely for this purpose that the United Na¬ 
tions Organization was created, which our two 
countries—the USSR and Britain—helped to 
found. 

A new danger threatens to overshadow human¬ 
ity from outer space. A Statement of the Soviet 
Government addressed to the U.S. Administration 
has just been published. It proposes concrete nego¬ 
tiations on a whole range of questions with a view 
to preventing the militarization of outer space. 

The Soviet Union’s proposal is a step of excep¬ 
tional importance. In the interests of all people on 
earth, in the interests of mankind, outer space must 
not be allowed to become an arena for the deploy¬ 
ment of nuclear weapons, or any weapons, for that 
matter. Leaders advocating the militarization of 
outer space—whether they are in military uniform 
or not—must be given a rebuff. 

Outer space must not bring destruction and 
death to earth. Outer space must be used for peace 
and to promote the well-being of people, regardless 
of where they live—in the East or in the West, in the 
South or in the North, under socialism or capital¬ 
ism. 

We regret that Washington has given a negative 
reply permeated with the spirit of stepping up the 
arms race and spreading it to outer space. As a 
precondition, it makes the demand that negotia¬ 
tions on outer space be combined with talks on 
medium-range nuclear weapons in Europe and on 
strategic weapons. In other words, Washington 
wants to combine them with the talks that it has 
undermined. 

It is a game with doctored cards. We do not 
believe that there are many people in the United 
States who would fall for this deception. The pur- 
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pose of Washington’s negative response is to con¬ 
fuse people and to create the illusion that the U.S. 
Administration is for negotiations in order to get 
more electoral votes. In reality it does not want 
negotiations, it evades them; to do so, it is piling up 
preconditions. Even to the extent to which Wash¬ 
ington’s reply concerns the discussion of the sub¬ 
ject of outer space, it bashfully mentions a 
possiblity of considering only some sort of ap¬ 
proach to that subject. 

All this is just playing with words for the sole 
purpose of burying the Soviet Union’s proposal. 

We would like to express the hope that the U.S. 
Administration will still approach the Soviet 
Union’s proposals about negotiations in a more 
serious and responsible manner, without blocking 
them with preconditions that, moreover, have no 
bearing on the problem. 

We hope that the British Government will take a 
constructive stand with regard to the Soviet pro¬ 
posal. 

The problem of a total and complete ban on 
nuclear weapons tests also demands a solution. 
This question directly concerns Britain, which par¬ 
ticipated in the relevant tripartite talks. It would be 
natural to expect that the British Government 
should take an active stand in favor of resuming 
these talks that were broken off, as is known, by 
Washington. 

The conclusion of a Treaty on the Mutual Renun¬ 
ciation of the Use of Force would, no doubt, help to 
normalize the situation in Europe and throughout 
the world. We propose that an agreement be 
reached on the non-first use of both nuclear and 
conventional weapons, of military force in general. 

Reaching an agreement at the Stockholm Con¬ 
ference on major steps of a political and legal char- 
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acter as well as on certain measures of military and 
technical nature would make an important contri¬ 
bution to the consolidation of European security. 
But certain disturbing symptoms can be observed 
in the discussions in Stockholm. There are those 
who clearly seek to turn the Conference away from 
the direction of creating necessary confidence. One 
should think that here, too, Britain could contrib¬ 
ute to progress at the Conference. 

The Soviet Union is resolutely for the develop¬ 
ment of peaceful, stable ties and contacts between 
all states. 

In his replies to questions put by the newspaper 
Pravda Konstantin Chernenko said: “We address 
the USA and its allies with an unequivocal appeal: 
It is time to confirm your share of responsibility for 
the destiny of the world by concrete deeds.” 

Mutually beneficial cooperation among Euro¬ 
pean states in the spirit of the Final Act adopted in 
Helsinki and of the accords reached at the Madrid 
Conference could promote the solution of many 
problems in the interests of peace and stability. 

The Soviet Union and Britain are members of 
certain alliances of states and have commitments 
before their allies. However, far from excluding, 
this in fact presupposes the necessity of joint or 
parallel efforts in averting the threat of nuclear 
war. 

Forty years ago we were united by a common will 
to fight fascism. Today we must do all we can to 
prevent the threat of a nuclear catastrophe. We are 
convinced that this is the desire of all people in our 
country, and in yours, and throughout the world. 







KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


Address to TV Audience in Finland 
September, 1984 14 


Dear friends and neighbors! 

Forty years ago, in September 1944, a truce was 
signed with Finland. The peoples of our countries 
embarked on a road of peace and good-neighborli¬ 
ness, the road which the Soviet state has consis¬ 
tently advocated since Lenin’s decree recognizing 
Finland’s state independence. 

Today we can say that friendship, mutual trust 
and fruitful cooperation are the essence of Soviet- 
Finnish relations. They have never been subject to 
the ups and downs of the political climate in the 
world. 

Why is this so? Because our good-neighborliness 
reflects all the advantages of a policy of peaceful 
coexistence of states with different social systems. 
We build our mutual relations on long-term, prin¬ 
cipled and stable factors. The 1948 Treaty of 
Friendship, Cooperation and Mutual Assistance 
reliably guarantees our good partnership. We have 
recently renewed this Treaty once again, this time 
until the start of the next millennium. 

Equally reliable guarantees are the political mu¬ 
tual understanding between both countries’ state 
leaders and the broad support among the Soviet 
and Finnish peoples for the course of friendship. 

The Soviet Union duly appreciates the fact that 
the strengthening of friendship and cooperation 
with our country is, as you say, a central element of 
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Finland’s foreign policy, a policy mapped out by 
such outstanding state leaders as Presidents 
Paasikivi and Kekkonen, and presently—Presi¬ 
dent Koivisto. 

I can assure you that the Soviet Union will con¬ 
sistently and unswervingly pursue the policy of 
good-neighborliness with your country bequeathed 
to us by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin, the founder of the 
Soviet state. 

We highly value the contribution that the Fin¬ 
land-Soviet Union society, founded 40 years ago, 
has been making to our common cause. Like the 
work of the USSR-Finland society, the activity of 
the Finland-Soviet Union society has been helping 
in the important task of ensuring that the new, 
postwar generations consciously and actively con¬ 
tinue the cause of those who laid the bases of 
Soviet-Finnish good-neighborliness. 

Together we have accumulated the invaluable 
capital of friendship and mutually advantageous 
cooperation. Let this wealth that has been jointly 
created by our countries through many years of 
work and honest and equal dialogue continue to 
increase. I am confident that the world community 
would gain much if the relations between all states 
were built in the same spirit. 

Dear friends, I had the occasion to be in your 
hospitable country during the historic all-Euro¬ 
pean conference. Even in those few days I was able 
to experience the warmth which Finns feel toward 
our country. I assure you that the Soviet people feel 
the same about Finland. 

I sincerely wish our good neighbor, the people of 
Finland, peace and prosperity, success and happi¬ 
ness. 
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Letter to UN Secretary-General Javier 
Perez de Cuellar on the draft resolution 
of the UN General Assembly on “The 
Use of Outer Space Exclusively for 
Peaceful Purposes, for the Benefit of Hu¬ 
mankind. ” 

September 28,1984 


Dear Mr. Secretary-General, 

The Soviet Union proposes including in the agen¬ 
da of the Thirty-ninth Session of the General As¬ 
sembly an important and urgent item entitled “The 
Use of Outer Space Exclusively for Peaceful Pur¬ 
poses, for the Benefit of Humankind.” 

This proposal is prompted by a desire to ensure 
that inexhaustible opportunities for the use of outer 
space be utilized in the interests of all humankind 
and not to its detriment. 

The peaceful exploration of outer space, which 
has symbolized spectacular achievements in sci¬ 
ence and technology, is meant to serve as an effec¬ 
tive means of solving many global problems, 
including that of economic development. This in¬ 
volves, for example, surveying and a wider use of 
the Earth’s natural resources, natural disaster con¬ 
trol, the provision of food to people, improvements 
in transport and communications and the develop¬ 
ment of promising materials and technologies. 

Positive experience has already been accumul¬ 
ated in concerting the efforts of states in this 
domain, including joint missions by cosmonauts of 
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different countries, the rescue of people, ships and 
aircraft in distress, international scientific and 
technological experiments and research, and coop¬ 
eration in developing spacecraft and placing them 
in orbit. 

However, the danger of turning outer space into a 
springboard of aggression and war has lately be¬ 
come increasingly real. Programs to develop space 
weapons designed to destroy objects in outer space 
and to strike from outer space against targets on 
the Earth are being implemented. These actions, 
prompted by calculations to gain military superi¬ 
ority, can make an arms race in outer space irrever¬ 
sible and result in a drastic destabilization of the 
situation. They heighten the risk of nuclear war. 
Spreading the arms race to outer space would im¬ 
pair the prospects for limiting and reducing arma¬ 
ments in general. 

Understandably, the militarization of outer 
space, if not checked in time, will consume enor¬ 
mous material and intellectual resources, erect in¬ 
surmountable barriers to international coopera¬ 
tion in the peaceful exploration of outer space and 
to putting the results of scientific and technological 
progress in this field to peaceful uses. 

The USSR proposes that the United Nations 
General Assembly proclaim it the historic respon¬ 
sibility of all states to ensure that exploration of 
space will be carried out exclusively for peaceful 
purposes, for the benefit of humankind, and recom¬ 
mends that specific measures should be taken to 
this end. 

The Soviet Union believes that today as never 
before it is important that excluding outer space 
from the sphere of the arms race should become a 
mandatory norm of states’ policy and a generally 
recognized international obligation, and that all 
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channels for the militarization of outer space, with¬ 
out exception, should be reliably blocked. The point 
is that no attack weapons of any kind—conven¬ 
tional, nuclear, laser, particle beam or any other— 
should be placed and deployed in outer space, 
whether on manned or unmanned systems. 

Space weapons of any basing mode should not be 
developed, tested or deployed either for antiballis- 
tic missile defenses, or as antisatellite systems, or 
for use against targets on the Earth or in the air. 
Any such systems already created should be de¬ 
stroyed. The use of force in outer space and from 
space against the Earth as well as from the Earth 
against objects in outer space should be prohibited 
for all times. In other words, the USSR proposes 
that agreement be reached on a radical solution to 
the question of preventing the militarization of 
space—on banning and eliminating space attack 
weapons, as well as any ground-, air- or sea- 
launched systems designed to destroy objects in 
outer space. 

The United Nations is called upon to raise its 
voice in favor of an early elaboration through nego¬ 
tiations of appropriate, reliably verifiable agree¬ 
ments on a bilateral and multilateral basis. 

Only guaranteed prevention of the militarization 
of outer space will provide an opportunity for its 
exploration for creative, rather than destructive 
purposes. Thereby a way would be opened to the 
concerted efforts of states in this domain, which 
could eventually result in the establishment of a 
world organization for the use of outer space for the 
benefit of humankind. 

I ask you, Mr. Secretary-General, to regard this 
letter as an explanatory memorandum required 
under the Rules of Procedure of the General Assem¬ 
bly and to circulate it, together with the annexed 
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draft resolution, as an official document of the 
General Assembly. 

The text of the draft resolution: 

The General Assembly, expressing its grave 
alarm over the threat of extending the arms race to 
outer space, which would lead to a sharp increase of 
the risk of nuclear war, impair the prospects for 
limiting and reducing armaments in general and 
erect insurmountable barriers to international co¬ 
operation in the peaceful exploration of outer 
space, 

Deeply convinced of the need to prevent, before it 
is too late, the militarization of outer space, which 
should be used exclusively for peaceful and crea¬ 
tive purposes, 

Noting that the concerted efforts of states in the 
peaceful exploration and use of outer space would 
open new opportunities for surveying the Earth’s 
natural resources, controlling natural disaster, 
providing people with food, improving transporta¬ 
tion and communications, developing promising 
materials and technologies and fulfilling other eco¬ 
nomic, scientific, technological and cultural tasks, 

1. Proclaims it the historic responsibility of all 
states to ensure that the exploration of outer space 
will be carried out exclusively for peaceful pur¬ 
poses, for the benefit of humankind; 

2. Declares that excluding outer space from the 
sphere of the arms race should become a mandato¬ 
ry norm of states’ policy and a generally recognized 
international obligation, 

And to this end calls upon all states, above all, 
those with major space capabilities: 
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• To take urgent measures to prohibit for all 
times the use of force in outer space and from 
space against the Earth as well as from the 
Earth against objects in outer space, and to 
ban and eliminate space attack systems, in¬ 
cluding space-launched antisatellite and anti- 
ballistic missile systems as well as any 
ground-, air- or sea-launched systems designed 
to destroy objects in outer space; 

• To seek through negotiations an early elabora¬ 
tion of appropriate, reliably verifiable agree¬ 
ments on a bilateral and multilateral basis; 

3. Indicates that the guaranteed prevention of 
the militarization of outer space will provide an 
opportunity for its peaceful exploration and use in 
solving acute major problems of economic, social 
and cultural development facing humankind today 
as well as in concerting the efforts of states of the 
world in this domain, including the eventual estab¬ 
lishment of a world organization for the use of 
outer space for the benefit of humankind; 

4. Requests the Secretary-General of the United 
Nations to seek views and proposals of member 
states about providing guarantees for the preven¬ 
tion of the militarization of outer space and the 
possible establishment, in these conditions, of an 
organization for its peaceful use, and to report to its 
Fortieth Session on the subject. 
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Talks to the “Washington Post” 15 
October, 1984 


Q. President Reagan has said that the USA is 
prepared to resume dialogue with the Soviet Union 
on a broad range of issues, including arms control. 
What is the attitude of the Soviet Union to this? 

A. This is not the first time we hear words about 
the US Administration’s readiness for talks but not 
once have they been backed by real action which 
would attest to a genuine desire to reach agreement 
on a just and mutually acceptable basis on even 
one of the essential questions of our relations, par¬ 
ticularly in the field of arms limitation and a reduc¬ 
tion of the danger of war. 

Every time we put forward concrete proposals, 
they have run into a blind wall. Let me give some 
examples. 

Such was the case last March when we identified 
a whole set of problems. Reaching agreement on 
them, or at least on some of them, would bring a 
real shift in Soviet-US relations and in the interna¬ 
tional situation as a whole. But what they did was 
simply to shirk responding to our proposals. 

Such was the case in June when we proposed 
reaching agreement on preventing the militariza¬ 
tion of outer space. This time we received an an¬ 
swer, but what kind? An attempt was made to 
change the very subject of negotiations and it was 
Proposed that nuclear weapons be discussed, that 
l8 , the issues that were being discussed at the Gen- 
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eva talks, which were torpedoed by the United 
States itself. The USA has not only refused to 
remove the obstacles created by the deployment of 
new US missiles in Western Europe but is going 
ahead with their deployment. 

And what about outer space? Instead of the pre¬ 
vention of an arms race in space, we were invited to 
work out rules for such a race, in effect to legalize it. 
Obviously, we cannot agree to that. Our objective is 
genuinely peaceful outer space and we are going to 
work persistently for this. 

Such are the facts. 

Turning now to President Reagan’s statement to 
which you have referred. If what the President has 
said about readiness to negotiate is not merely a 
tactical move, I wish to state that the Soviet Union 
will not be found wanting. We have always been 
willing to hold serious and businesslike negotia¬ 
tions and have repeatedly said so. 

We are ready to begin negotiations with a view to 
working out and concluding an agreement to pre¬ 
vent the militarization of outer space, including 
complete renunciation of anti-satellite systems, 
with a mutual moratorium—to be established from 
the date of the beginning of the talks—on the tes¬ 
ting and deployment of space weapons. This is 
precisely how we formulated our proposal from the 
outset. Now it is for Washington to respond. 

The Soviet proposal that the nuclear powers 
freeze all their nuclear weapons quantitatively also 
remains valid. Agreement on that matter would 
entail mutual cessation of the buildup of all compo¬ 
nents in existing nuclear arsenals, including deliv¬ 
ery vehicles and nuclear warheads. The nuclear 
arms race would thus be stopped. That would radi¬ 
cally facilitate further agreements on reductions in 
and eventual complete elimination of such weap- 
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ons. The White House still has before it our official 
proposal that the USSR and the USA first of all 
agree to freeze their nuclear arms, thus setting an 
example for the other nuclear powers. 

There is a real opportunity to finalize the agree¬ 
ment on the complete and general prohibition of 
nuclear weapons tests. If there are no such tests, 
these weapons will not become more sophisticated 
and this will slow down the nuclear arms race. 
Here, too, the USA could demonstrate in deed the 
sincerity of its declarations in favor of nuclear 
arms limitation. It could also demonstrate this by 
ratifying the Soviet-US treaties on underground 
nuclear explosions. These treaties were signed as 
far back as 1974 and 1976. It is ratification that will 
demonstrate this and not the inviting of observers, 
as suggested by the US side, to merely record dis¬ 
passionately the fact of explosion. 

The Soviet Union has repeatedly called on Wash¬ 
ington to follow our example in assuming the 
obligation not to be the first to use nuclear weap¬ 
ons. Each time the answer was “no”. Imagine the 
reverse situation: the USA assumes the obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons and calls 
on us to reciprocate while we say “no”, this does not 
suit us and we reserve the right to deal a first 
nuclear strike. What would people in the USA think 
of our intentions in that case? There can be no two 
views on this score. 

I have mentioned several of the most pressing 
problems related to ending the arms race and 
strengthening security. There are other important 
questions of which, I believe, the President is well 
aware. All of them require solution and concrete 
efforts. Unsupported by practical deeds, words 
about readiness to negotiate remain mere words. 

I believe that answers your question. 
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Q. A view is widely spread that recently a shift 
has become discernible which could lead to better 
Soviet-US relations. What do you think about this 
and what is your view of the prospects for these 
relations in the time to come ? 

A. Indeed, sentiments in favor of a shift for the 
better in Soviet-US relations are widely held 
throughout the world. This, in our view, reflects the 
growing understanding of the importance of these 
relations, particularly in the present international 
situation. 

Unfortunately, there is yet no reason to speak of 
such a shift in Soviet-US relations as a fact of life. 
Is it possible? I will give an unequivocal answer to 
this question: yes, it is possible. The resolution of 
the problems to which I referred earlier would help 
bring it about. 

I am convinced that there is no sound alternative 
at all to a constructive development of Soviet-US 
relations. At the same time we do not close our eyes 
to the fact that we have different social systems 
and world outlooks. But if the responsibility which 
rests with our two countries is constantly borne in 
mind, if policy is oriented towards peace and not 
war, these differences, far from excluding the 
search for mutual understanding, make it impera¬ 
tive to find it. 

I have already said in the past and I wish to 
stress it once again that we stand for good relations 
with the USA and experience shows that our rela¬ 
tions can be good. This requires a mutual desire to 
build relations as equals, for mutual benefit and for 
the good of the cause of peace. 


KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


Speech congratulating Salyut 7 Cos¬ 
monauts 

October 31,1984 


The exploration of outer space is a great but very 
difficult undertaking. It is being advanced by 
gifted, courageous and dedicated people. Every 
new step here is a feat. 

We are honoring today in the Kremlin the re¬ 
markable feat of Leonid Denisovich Kizim, 
Vladimir Alexeyevich Solovyov and Oleg 
Yuryevich Atkov, who performed the longest space 
flight in history, lasting 237 days. 

Members of the Salyut 7 crew set examples of 
courage and professional skill as they worked in 
open space and carried out unique operations and 
experiments. It is an unforgettable page in the 
chronicles of space exploration. 

Our cosmonauts, as we see, have lasted through 
their unusually long space mission in good health, 
preserving high ability for work and enviable spir¬ 
it. Presumably, they did so not without help from 
their own physician, who got so great a possibility 
to practice in weightlessness for the first time. 

The resident crew of the orbital station were 
hospitable hosts, extending a cordial welcome 
aboard both to their Soviet colleagues and to the 
Indian guest Rakesh Sharma. 

The space ‘marathon’ of comrades Kizim, Sol¬ 
ovyov and Atkov has, understandably, had tre¬ 
mendous scientific, technological, national 
economic and international political significance. 
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It has confirmed the growing possibilities of orbital 
complexes for conducting plan-based studies in the 
interests of both fundamental and applied re¬ 
search. 

The flight has become weighty evidence of the 
correctness and effectiveness of the path we have 
chosen in developing cosmonautics. It has high¬ 
lighted the reliability and high quality of Soviet 
space technology, the talent of those who develop it 
and the cosmonauts’ deft skills in using it. 

Our manned Salyut stations are peaceful labora¬ 
tories. They have been visited by envoys of many 
countries, and they have demonstrated cohesive 
teamwork up there in orbit; incidentally, also in 
those cases where the crews included citizens of 
countries with different social systems. 

The Soviet Union consistently stands for outer 
space always being an arena of fruitful cooperation 
rather than military rivalry. The realities are such 
that arms-free space is now one of the indispensa¬ 
ble conditions of a lasting peace on Earth. We 
proceed from this fact and, naturally, would like 
other countries as well to adhere to this position, 
which is the only sensible one. 

In conclusion, I wish you sound health, happi¬ 
ness and fresh successes in your difficult work to 
explore space to the glory of our Motherland and in 
the name of peace and progress on Earth. 
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Message to the Worldwide Movement of 
International Physicians for the Pre¬ 
vention of Nuclear War 

December 5,1984 


I have carefully read the appeal addressed to me 
by the fourth congress of the movement—Interna¬ 
tional Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear 
War. 

The ideas contained in it reaffirm that your ac¬ 
tivities are imbued with humanism because they 
are based on caring for the health and life of people. 
The Hippocratic oath obliging the physicians to 
protect their patients from everything that might 
threaten their lives has, in the nuclear age, ac¬ 
quired a new dimension. 

Studying the potential medical-biological effects 
of nuclear war, you honestly warn that such war, 
should it break out, would be the “last epidemic,” 
the scale of which is impossible to exaggerate. It is 
not only the fate of modem civilization that is at 
stake, but the preservation of man as a biological 
species. 

You are quite right that nuclear war cannot be 
squeezed into a “limited” framework. A bumt-out 
planet would be the price to be paid for the miscal¬ 
culations of irresponsible politicians. 

One of your congresses rightly pointed out the 
danger of the so-called “nuclear illusions” possess¬ 
ing the leaders of certain states. Chasing the spec¬ 
ter of military superiority, these leaders are loading 
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the land and the oceans with weapons and are now 
planning to do the same thing in outer space. 

We in the Soviet Union share your fervent desire 
to stop the stampede to the irreparable. We are 
consistently working for nuclear weapons never to 
be put to use, for ensuring in practice the supreme 
human right—the right to life. 

The USSR has already assumed the obligation 
not to be the first to use nuclear weapons and 
proposes to freeze nuclear arsenals and agree on 
the complete cessation of nuclear weapons tests. 

Resolving the question of space weapons is now 
of primary importance Militarization of outer 
space, if not securely blocked, would cancel every¬ 
thing that has so far been achieved in the field of 
arms limitation, spur the arms race in other areas 
and dramatically increase the danger of nuclear 
war. 

The Soviet Union is prepared to go for the most 
radical solutions that would allow us to advance 
along the road leading to the cessation of the arms 
race, the prohibition and, eventually, complete 
elimination of nuclear weapons. 

Firmly determined to achieve a major break¬ 
through in reducing the danger of an outbreak of 
war, the Soviet Union looks to the forthcoming 
Soviet-U.S. negotiations with a view to achieving 
mutually acceptable understandings on the entire 
set of questions related to nuclear and space weap¬ 
ons. 

We are prepared to cooperate, honestly and con¬ 
structively, with all those who really desire that the 
further development of world affairs should pro¬ 
ceed not through new stages of nuclear competition 
but toward strengthening peace and security, de¬ 
tente and confidence. 

In today’s troubled world it is highly important 
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that all states shouldering the formidable and cost¬ 
ly burden of nuclear arsenals realize their historic 
responsibility for the destiny of humankind and 
through their concrete actions contribute to reduc¬ 
ing the danger of an outbreak of nuclear war and 
improving the international situation. 

The fourth congress of your movement is held 
under the motto “Physicians Insist: Nuclear War 
Can Be Prevented.” This optimistic statement co¬ 
incides with our conviction that the forces of peace 
will be able to prevail. The growing antiwar move¬ 
ment, in which the physicians occupy a prominent 
place, is one of the guarantees of that. 

I wish the participants of the movement further 
success in carrying out their socially significant 
and salutary mission. 
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Member of the Political Bureau of the CPSU Central 
Committee. Secretary of the CPSU Central Com¬ 
mittee, Chairman of the Foreign Affairs Commission 
of the Soviet of the Union of the Supreme Soviet : 16 


Address to the British Parliament, as 
leader of a delegation from the Supreme 
Soviet of the USSR to Great Britain 

December 18,1984 


It is with keen interest that we are getting ac¬ 
quainted with your country, its rich history and 
ancient culture, its diverse traditions formed in the 
course of many centuries; and with your hard¬ 
working and talented people who have given the 
world so many outstanding thinkers, scholars, wri¬ 
ters and artists whose names are well known to us 
in the Soviet Union. 

The Soviet people remember the ties between our 
peoples in the most devastating war of all time. 
They also remember how more than 40 years ago a 
British Prime Minister presented the people of Sta¬ 
lingrad with an honorary sword, a symbol of close 
cooperation between the Soviet and British people 
in the anti-Hitler coalition. 

In other words, we think that everything worth¬ 
while, all the fruitful and constructive things our 
countries and peoples have gained or accumulated 
during their relationship over various historical,' 
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periods, should be carefully preserved and con¬ 
tinued. 

It is almost ten years since a delegation of the 
USSR Supreme Soviet last came here. Serious 
changes have occurred since then in Soviet-British 
relations and in the international situation. This 
makes all the more apparent the need for such 
meetings as we are having today. 

Hardly anyone will dispute the fact that the 
future of the European nations is indivisible—both 
when they live in peace and harmony and when 
storm clouds loom over their lands. We have come 
to your country firmly convinced of this and and 
with the intention of discussing what can be done 
by our two countries and Parliaments to improve 
Soviet-British relations and the international sit¬ 
uation in general. The future of mankind and rela¬ 
tions between individual states and groups of 
states depend on the actions and concrete moves 
which are being, or can be, undertaken today on 
matters of war and peace and international cooper¬ 
ation. 

It is these problems of vital concern to all human¬ 
ity that have been raised in the message of 
Konstantin Chernenko, our Head of State and our 
Party leader, to the Prime Minister of Great Bri¬ 
tain. 

These very issues were at the focus of our discus¬ 
sions with Prime Minister, Mrs. Margaret 
Thatcher, with your Foreign Secretary Mr. Howe, 
and with other Cabinet members. We think that 
our exchange of opinions was businesslike, frank 
and fruitful. Hence in addressing now the members 
of the British Parliament, we would first of all like 
to outline our views on what we find important for 
the improvement of the international situation and 
the development of bilateral relations. 
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It is common knowledge that in the 1970s Europe 
became the cradle for the policy of detente. Impor¬ 
tant areas of cooperation between the countries of 
Western Europe, the Soviet Union and other social¬ 
ist countries were found and fixed at that time. 
That process was then joined by the USA and 
Canada, who signed the Final Act of the Helsinki 
Conference. 

At one time the world managed to block the 
channels of further proliferation of nuclear weap¬ 
ons. That was formalized in a corresponding inter¬ 
national treaty signed to date by more than a 
hundred countries. Nuclear weapons tests in the 
atmosphere, outer space and underwater were stop¬ 
ped and banned, and talks were opened on a com¬ 
plete and universal ban on such tests. As a result of 
a series of Soviet-American agreements, certain 
restrictions were imposed in the field of strategic 
nuclear armaments and ABM systems. An active 
search got under way for opportunities to curb the 
arms race in other areas as well, involving both 
weapons of mass destruction and conventional ar¬ 
maments. Political dialogue was gradually gather¬ 
ing momentum. There was a noticeable 
intensification in trade links and in cultural, scien¬ 
tific and other contacts. No one can dispute the 
obvious fact that during the years of detente people 
came to breathe more easily and looked with great¬ 
er confidence to the future. 

In short, it was a period of warming up the 
international climate. This was not a case of con¬ 
cessions by one side to the other. It was rather a 
matter of realism based on proper regard for the 
individual interests of countries with different so¬ 
cial systems and of coming to understand that one 
cannot build his own security by damaging the 
security of others. 
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In other words, reason got the upper hand—a 
realization of the fact that war is a wrong and 
unacceptable method of resolving disputes and 
that in a nuclear war it is impossible to win at all, 
just as it is impossible to win in the arms race or in 
confrontation. It became obvious that the cold war 
was an abnormal state of relations between states, 
constantly fraught with the danger of war. All this 
formed a foundation for the favorable course of 
international developments that took place in the 
1970s. On that foundation, peaceful coexistence 
between states with different social systems took 
ever deeper and stronger root in the whole system 
of international affairs. We still believe that there 
neither is nor can there be any rational alternative 
to the policy of peaceful coexistence, a point I 
should like to emphasize with profound conviction. 

The natural question arising from everything I 
have said is why should the danger of war, so 
effectively forced back at that time, have drawn 
closer once again? I would prefer not to go into 
details right now, for the Soviet view on this score 
is common knowledge. Nevertheless, I do want to 
repeat that the turn for the worse—and this is 
confirmed by the facts—was caused by changes in 
the policies of certain forces which have been try¬ 
ing to attain military superiority and thereby gair 
an opportunity to dictate their will to others. 

For Restoring East-West Detente 

The Soviet Union remembers perfectly the par¬ 
ticular words and deeds which created the present 
climate of mistrust and hostility and destabilized 
the international situation, but it is not in order to 
provoke anyone that I am reminding you about 
that today. 
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We see our goal in the joint settlement, since no 
one is in a position to do it single-handed, of the 
more important problems which are essentially 
common to us all. They are: preventing war; stop¬ 
ping the arms race and proceeding to disarma¬ 
ment; settling existing and averting potential 
conflicts and crises; creating an international at¬ 
mosphere which would enable each country to con¬ 
centrate its attention and resources on settling its 
own problems (show me a country which has no 
such problems); and pooling efforts for tackling 
such global problems as famine and disease, en¬ 
vironmental protection, and energy and raw-mate¬ 
rials supplies. 

If Britain decides to adhere to these goals, we will 
be glad to cooperate with it. And if the USA adheres 
to them, too, and really puts its policy onto the 
track of peaceful cooperation, it will find us a relia¬ 
ble partner. 

This is how we see the situation and these are the 
views which our parliamentary delegation has 
brought to Britain. 

Whether or not one agrees with the initial pre¬ 
mises I have just outlined, the main question is still 
how to resolve the problems which all of us consid¬ 
er of major importance: how to prevent the further 
development of the present dangerous impasse and 
how to achieve a stable and reliable situation in the 
world. In other words, how is one to overcome 
tension and the consequences of the cold war and to 
switch back to detente, fruitful talks and coopera¬ 
tion? This calls for something more than words 
(though words, too, are important in politics). What 
is urgently needed is to find a valid, practical reso¬ 
lution of the existing problems. As we see it, today 
more than ever before it is of the utmost importance 
for every country, every country’s government, 
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parliament and political and public quarters, to 
recognize its responsibility for the state of affairs 
in the world. We in the Soviet Union retain sharp 
memories of the horrors of the past world war and 
are well aware what a future war may result in, and 
we have been doing everything in our power to live 
up to this high responsibility. 

I do not propose to enumerate here all of our 
foreign-policy proposals and initiatives. I only 
want to say that they envisage the most radical 
reductions in nuclear armaments (with a view to 
eventually dismantling these armaments com¬ 
pletely) as well as in conventional arms, prohibi¬ 
tion of chemical weapons, and elimination of their 
stockpiles. We would like to hold a broad dialogue 
with the other side and to develop equal and mutu¬ 
ally advantageous cooperation to resolve various 
pressing political problems, problems in the eco¬ 
nomic sphere, in science and technology, and in the 
promotion of cultural relations and exchanges. 

When we speak about war and peace, we must 
bear in mind that the nature of present-day arma¬ 
ments, and first of all the nuclear ones, has chang¬ 
ed the traditional notions of these problems. 
Mankind is now on the threshold of a new stage in 
the technological revolution, which is bound to tell 
on the further development of military technology. 
Those who engage in phrasemongering about “lim¬ 
ited,” “lightning” or “protracted” nuclear wars evi¬ 
dently remain prisoners of the outdated 
stereotypes characteristic of the time when war 
was a great evil but, as distinct from today, did not 
threaten all humanity with annihilation. The nu¬ 
clear age inevitably dictates new political think¬ 
ing. Averting nuclear war is the prime burning 
issue for all mankind. 

I would like to quote here the following pronoun- 
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cement by the head of the Soviet state, K.U. Cher¬ 
nenko: “I am talking of the problem which, one 
may say, overshadows all others, and that is, how 
to do away with the threat of nuclear war, to find 
ways to stop the arms race, to being about a situa¬ 
tion in the world wherein peoples would have no 
fear for the morrow. In this endeavor no delay is 
admissible.” 

Our proposal to establish certain norms for the 
conduct of the nuclear powers serves precisely 
these aims. It is also relevant to say here that the 
Soviet Union has already unilaterally assumed an 
obligation not to make first use of nuclear weapons. 
This is our fundamental line, and we proceed from 
these ideas in all our proposals aimed at curbing 
the arms race and preventing war. 

Guided by this line, the Soviet Union has re¬ 
cently advanced an initiative for holding talks 
with the USA on a package of issues concerning 
nuclear and space araments. On the basis of this 
initiative, an agreement has been reached with the 
U.S. Administration to start entirely new talks, 
which would embrace the question of nonmilitar¬ 
ization of space and questions of reducing nuclear 
arms, both strategic and medium range. All these 
questions are to be considered and resolved in their 
interconnection. Of key importance in all this is 
prevention of a race in space arms. Such a race 
would not only be dangerous in itself, it would give 
a boost to the arms race in other areas. The Soviet 
Union is prepared to search for and work out the 
most radical of measures on all these issues, mea¬ 
sures which would help advance toward complete 
prohibition and eventual elimination of nuclear 
weapons. It is now up to the United States to make 
a move, to take a realistic stand this time, which 
would make for effective negotiations. 
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We know that everything relating to reducing the 
nuclear danger is being widely discussed in Great 
Britain and other countries in Western Europe. It 
goes without saying that questions of defense and 
security must be left for sovereign states to decide 
by themselves. But I should like to state that any 
concrete step toward eliminating the threat of a 
nuclear war anywhere, Europe included, will find a 
corresponding practical response on our part. 

It is true, of course, that not infrequently the 
stands of the Soviet Union and Great Britain do 
differ on crucial international matters. Neither we 
nor you would hide this fact. But it is our deep 
conviction that at the present time, more than ever 
before, all countries and peoples need constructive 
dialogue and a search for solutions to the key inter¬ 
national issues; they need spheres of accord to be 
found which would promote confidence among 
countries and create such an atmosphere in inter¬ 
national relations as can be free from the nuclear 
threat, hostility, suspicion, fear and enmity. 

My country has set forth its attitude in plain and 
unambiguous terms: tensions should be overcome 
and disagreements and disputes resolved at the 
negotiating table, with due consideration for the 
various sides’ legitimate interests rather than 
through threats of force or use of force, and inter¬ 
ference in internal affairs should be elminated. I 
would put it this way: we must all tirelessly work at 
learning to live together, proceeding from the real¬ 
ities of our contemporary world of constant intrin¬ 
sic change. 


No Survival Without Coexistence 

Relations among countries in Europe greatly af¬ 
fect the world situation. I have already stressed 
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that such relations were particularly positive in the 
1970s, especially following the adoption of the 
Helsinki Final Act, a document which remains a 
wellspring feeding the trends toward mutual un¬ 
derstanding and cooperation in Europe and be¬ 
yond. We feel it essential to protect this wellspring 
and not allow it to be muddied. 

Good relations among European countries are a 
major guarantee of peace and tranquility 
throughout the world. The peoples of our continent 
paid dearly for their understanding of the fact that 
under no circumstances should they indulge the 
forces which to this day haven’t given up trying to 
change the postwar territorial realities in Europe. 
These realities are the fruit of our common victory, 
sealed by the Allied agreements on the whole post¬ 
war European order, plus certain other bilateral 
treaties and the Helsinki Final Act. Simply abiding 
by these documents would put a halt to the ac¬ 
tivities of those who hope to cast doubts on the 
results of World War II and various postwar de¬ 
velopments, and who try to question the invio¬ 
lability of Europe’s present frontiers. And there 
can be no ambiguity on this score. 

The Stockholm Conference could open up pros¬ 
pects for a more secure peace in Europe. The Con¬ 
ference is, among other things, looking into an 
important proposal concerning a treaty on the non¬ 
use of armed force and the preservation of peace. 
We believe that major political and legal steps, 
backed up by confidence-building measures in the 
military field in pursuance of the Helsinki Final 
Act, would make the Stockholm Conference a suc¬ 
cess. That would mean an important contribution 
to security in Europe and elsewhere. 

I have dwelt on some of the more pressing issues, 
whose resolution would help stop the arms race and 
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promote security on both a European and a world 
scale. I would like to stress once again that the 
Soviet leadership stands for forthright and honest 
talks to help us all, on a mutually acceptable basis, 
to limit and reduce arms, primarily nuclear weap¬ 
ons, and eventually eliminate them. In all this we 
are ready to go as far as our Western partners in the 
the talks. Naturally enough, equality and equal 
security shall underlie any agreements in this field. 
By the same token, any course that seeks military 
superiority over the USSR and its allies is unaccep¬ 
table and has no prospects. 

We all agree that ours is a vulnerable, fragile, yet 
interdependent world where we must coexist 
whether we like it or not. For all that separates us, 
we have one planet to share and Europe is our 
common home, not a theater of operations. 

The Soviet Union is working for better relations 
among nations. In politics as in diplomacy there is 
always room for reasonable compromises. There is 
also a vast field for fostering mutual understand¬ 
ing and trust on the basis of similar or coinciding 
interests, if only the desire is there to work in this 
field. The Soviet Union and Britain do have coin¬ 
ciding interests, with peace being the outstanding 
one. 

Going back over sixty years, the history of Sovi- 
et-British relations contains some unforgettable 
landmarks. Since the war, we have seen both years 
of cooperation and years when the cooperation 
slumped. Right now, the relations between our 
countries, which are not developing in a political 
vacuum but in the uneasy atmosphere of growing 
danger of nuclear war, are not on an upward curve 
and are far from ideal. At one time Britain ranked 
first in trade with the USSR; today it has gone 
down to seventh or eighth place. I agree with those 
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British businessmen and industrialists who say 
that politics must promote trade which, in turn, 
must facilitate mutual understanding and confi¬ 
dence. 

As the Honorable Members know, earlier in 1984 
a group of British statesmen traveled to Moscow 
for talks. We told them we were ready, if Britain 
also wanted the same thing, to vigorously develop 
Soviet-British relations over a wide range of ques¬ 
tions. I would like to confirm our position on this 
once again. 

The foreign policy of a nation is inseparable from 
developments on its domestic scence, from its so¬ 
cioeconomic goals and needs. As K.U. Chernenko 
recently put it, the main aim of our plans is, pro¬ 
ceeding from the results of Soviet citizens’ work 
which becomes more and more efficient, to raise the 
prosperity of our nation by boosting the living and 
cultural standards of the people. 

Our Party and state in general emphasize eco¬ 
nomic advances through efficiency and intensive 
growth factors. We concentrate on the earliest pos¬ 
sible introduction of the latest achievements of 
science and technology in industry and agricul¬ 
ture. Using the fruits of the current revolution in 
science and technology, we are tackling targets to 
be reached by the year 2000. 

The Soviet Union needs to implement its huge 
development programs. This steady course of ours 
is not subject to change depending on the political 
situation. 

All political leaders, all legislators, all those who 
shape the policies of states bear great responsiblity 
for the present and the future of the world. 

The statements which the USSR Supreme Soviet 
issued in December 1982 and December 1983 say 
clearly that the Soviet Union does not encroach 
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upon the security of any country, East or West. We 
want to live in peace with all nations on the basis of 
the principles of peaceful eoexistence between 
states with different sociopolitical systems. The 
USSR’s legislature has expressed a readiness to 
contribute effectively, together with the parlia¬ 
ments of other countries, to settling the main prob¬ 
lem of the day and saving mankind from nuclear 
catastrophe. 

The world situation remains complicated and the 
danger of war is a reality of the day. Faced with 
this grim reality, we must look to the future but not 
allow ouselves to forget about the past. To put it 
differently, while not denying any of the aspects 
that are either good or bad, and drawing lessons 
from both, we must help open up new prospects for 
a breakthrough to a peace that will be safer all 
around and at the same time truly secure. 








NIKOLAI TIKHONOV 


Speech at a dinner in Ankara, Turkey 
December 25.1984 17 

I 

Esteemed Mr. Prime Minister, 

Ladies and gentlemen, 

Comrades, 

Allow me to express our gratitude for the hospi¬ 
tality you have shown us and for your kind words, 
Mr. Prime Minister, addressed to our country and 
its people. 

We are glad to note that the talks which started 
today are proceeding in an atmosphere of goodwill, 
with a reciprocal desire to understand each other 
better and to chart ways of advancing Soviet-Turk- 
ish relations and promoting cooperation between 
the two countries for the next few years. 

Cooperation between the Soviet Union and the 
Republic of Turkey has long traditions. Its founda¬ 
tions were laid more than six decades ago, when 
the Turkish people waged an anti-imperialist 
struggle for their national independence and the 
working people of Russia fought to consolidate 
their young socialist state, the world’s first state 
bom of the Revolution. 

The Treaty of Friendship and Fraternity con¬ 
cluded in 1921 was a vivid expression of the new 
type of interstate relations based on the equality of 
peoples. It has gone down in the history of our 
states as an unforgettable event. 

Although there have been both sunny and cloudy 
times in Soviet-Turkish relations in the years that 
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have passed since then, our joint historical experi¬ 
ence confirms that good neighborliness and mutu¬ 
al respect answer best to the long-term interests of 
the peoples of both countries and their desire to live 
in conditions of peace and security. 

The Soviet Union has constantly endeavored to 
develop relations with Turkey in keeping with the 
traditions which originated with Vladimir Ilyich 
Lenin and Kemal Ataturk. We are resolutely in 
favor of the frontier between our two countries 
always being a frontier of peace and good neigh¬ 
borliness. 

The declaration of 1972 and the political docu¬ 
ment of 1978 have played and continue to play a 
positive role in Soviet-Turkish relations. 

The talks that we began today with you, Mr. 
Prime Minister, the recently signed agreement on 
deliveries of natural gas from the USSR to Turkey, 
and the forthcoming signing of new documents on 
the development of economic and trade relations 
give us grounds to state that new possibilities ex¬ 
tending beyond the limits of this century are open¬ 
ing up before Soviet-Turkish cooperation. 

The next, 21st, century is not very far off and it is 
most important to do everything now so as to en¬ 
sure that we enter the third millennium under the 
sign of a durable peace. 

However, the present state of the international 
situation cannot but evoke serious concern. This 
applies especially to the situation on the European 
continent. The USSR and, it seems to us, Turkey as 
well, cannot be indifferent to what is going on 
there. After all, both our countries—this is the 
unique feature that we have in common—belong 
simultaneously to Asia and Europe. 

Regrettably, serious damage has been done to 
European security and the process of detente in the 
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past few years. Obstacles have been erected pre¬ 
venting the developing of equitable political and 
economic relations between states, and there has 
been a significant increase in the military threat. 

This has occurred not through the fault of the 
USSR and its allies. We delivered a clear warning 
of the consequences which the deployment of new 
American missiles in Western Europe would entail. 
We said that we would not allow those who count 
on military superiority to achieve it. 

This is exactly what happened and we were true 
to our word. The Pershing and cruise missiles have 
not added to the security of either the United States 
or of those countries that have accepted the new 
nuclear weapons on their soil. And nor will they 
add to it. On the contrary, the overall situation in 
Europe is becoming increasingly inflammable. 

Is there potential for a change for the better in 
European affairs and in international relations in 
general? It is our profound conviction that such 
potential exists. It just has to be realized. 

First and foremost, the arms race policy on land 
and sea, in the air and outer space has to be re¬ 
nounced. The policy towards confrontation and the 
policy of outside interference in the internal affairs 
of peoples and sovereign states has also to be re¬ 
nounced. 

In the nuclear age a reasonable alternative to 
peaceful coexistence simply does not exist—the So¬ 
viet leadership proceeds precisely from this in its 
policy and actions on the international scene. 

We are convinced that the world situation would 
be largely eased were the other nuclear powers to 
follow the Soviet Union’s example and likewise 
assume an obligation not to be the first to use 
nuclear weapons. The confidence which the world 
needs so badly today would be consolidated. A 
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strong impulse would be given to the joint search 
for a way out of the nuclear impasse. An important 
step would be taken in establishing definite norms 
governing the conduct of nuclear powers, as was 
proposed by Konstantin Ustinovich Chernenko, 
General Secretary of the CPSU Central Commit¬ 
tee, President of the Presidium of the USSR Su¬ 
preme Soviet. 

The question of preventing the militarization of 
outer space looms large on the agenda. It is not 
difficult to understand why. Unless a reliable bar¬ 
rier is put up preventing weapons from penetrating 
into space, a new impetus will be given to the arms 
race along other directions and, ultimately, the 
threat of war will sharply intensify. 

Not to allow this development of events, to find 
the most radical solutions to the package of ques¬ 
tions relating to nuclear and space weapons—it is 
with these firm intentions that the Soviet Union is 
going to the new Soviet-American talks it has pro¬ 
posed. 

It is up to our partners: if they display readi¬ 
ness—not merely in words but in practice—to seek 
for mutually acceptable agreements, a major stride 
will have been made towards ensuring the peaceful 
future of our planet. 

We are ready honestly and constructively to co¬ 
operate with all countries, big and small, in im¬ 
proving the situation in different regions of the 
world, in extinguishing the smouldering fires and 
Preventing new ones from flaring up. 

The Soviet Union and Turkey cannot but be 
concerned over events taking place in immediate 
Proximity to their frontiers—in the Middle East 
w here dangerous tension continues to exist. 

The Soviet Union favors a just and all-embrac- 
Pig Middle East settlement through the convoca- 
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tion of an international conference on the Middle 
East with the participation of all sides concerned, 
including the Palestine Liberation Organization. 

We are for a peaceful settlement of the Cyprus 
problem on the basis of existing UN decisions, 
without interference from the outside, and with the 
legitimate interests of both communities being 
taken into account. 

It is our conviction that other conflict situa¬ 
tions—whether in the Mediterranean, southern Af¬ 
rica or Central America—should also be settled 
peacefully, by way of negotiation. 

Despite the fact that the Soviet Union and Tur¬ 
key belong to different groupings, there is real 
potential for their cooperation in different fields. 

We note with satisfaction that there are close or 
even coinciding moments in the approaches of the 
USSR and Turkey to a number of regional prob¬ 
lems. We differ on several other issues. But this is 
merely an additional argument in favor of redoub¬ 
ling our efforts aimed at finding a common lan¬ 
guage on the fundamental problems of our time. 

I would like to express the hope that constructive 
cooperation between the Soviet Union and Turkey 
will become an essential factor in easing European 
and international tension. 

Allow me to propose a toast: 

To the health of the head of the Turkish govern¬ 
ment, Mr. Turgut Ozal! 

To the health of the Turkish representatives pre¬ 
sent here! 

To the prosperity of the Turkish people! 

To the further development and deepening of 
friendly, good-neighborly relations between the 
USSR and Turkey! 

To the consolidation of peace all over the world! 






KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


Replies to a Message from Dr. Avery 
Post of the USA and Dr. Karoly Toth 
of Hungary, co-chairmen of a consult¬ 
ative meeting of representatives of the 
Churches of Christ. 

January 5,1985 


Esteemed Gentlemen, 

It is with interest that I read your message, 
which shows that the religious circles you repre¬ 
sent stand on realistic positions regarding the im¬ 
portant problem of war and peace. 

We carefully studied your appeal to our country 
and to the United States concerning measures 
which you believe should be adopted in the name of 
peace on earth. 

As far as the Soviet Union is concerned, we share 
your view about the importance of freezing nuclear 
arms, first of all those of the USA and the USSR. 
We believe that the adoption of corresponding obli¬ 
gations first by these states and then by other 
states possessing nuclear potentials would mark 
an important step along the road of lessening the 
threat of a nuclear war, open prospects for reducing 
stocks of nuclear weapons up to, and including, the 
complete elimination of all their varieties, which 
we consider our prime objective on this issue. 

If the American side agreed to a ban on testing 
nuclear weapons and the renuniciation of their 
first use, which your message speaks about, we 
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would only welcome that. The Soviet Union, as is 
known, has repeatedly spoken out for a general and 
complete prohibition of nuclear weapons tests and 
made a unilateral pledge not to be the first to use 
such weapons. 

We also understand your concern about the pos¬ 
sible militarization of outer space, including the 
placement of nuclear weapons there. Indeed, at¬ 
tempts by certain American quarters to foist a 
“Star Wars” era on humankind are creating a new, 
additional threat to peace. If the militarist forces of 
the USA prevail in this issue, an irreversible situa¬ 
tion will arise, which will be fraught with the most 
baneful consequences. I want to call your attention 
to the fact that this is realized virtually by all states 
which are grouped in the United Nations and 
which voted at the Thirty-ninth Session of the UN 
General Assembly, the United States being the 
exception, for preventing an arms race in outer 
space. 

The Soviet Union attaches much importance to 
reaching agreement with the United States of 
America on the entire range of questions embrac¬ 
ing both the nonmilitarization of space and nu¬ 
clear arms. The need has arisen to adopt urgent 
and effective measures to prevent a further de- 
stabilization of the strategic situation and preclude 
further rounds of the arms race. 

In this connection I would like to stress that our 
approach to talks is based on the conviction that 
they should be honest and businesslike. The aim of 
the talks should be not to deceive the partner and 
public opinion—we cannot agree to such morals— 
but to search for mutually acceptable solutions 
that would meet the interests of peace. 

Today, whether or not war breaks out depends on 
all people, irrespective of their world outlook and 
ideological positions. 
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We have always stood, and stand now, for close 
cooperation with all the peace-loving forces of the 
planet, including religious circles which, in our 
opinion, can play a significant role in delivering 
humankind from the nuclear threat. 

A search for mutually acceptable ways of achiev¬ 
ing a lasting peace and a constructive approach for 
solving complex international problems can en¬ 
sure the security of the peoples and the foremost 
human right—the right to life. 

I wish further successes to you and all religious 
figures upholding the ideals of peace. 








ANDREI GROMYKO 


Statement at Geneva airport after meet¬ 
ing with U.S. Secretary of State George 
Shultz 

January 9,1985 


For two days Mr. Shultz, U.S. Secretary of State, 
and I had conversations in accordance with the 
earlier arrangement. The conversations were de¬ 
voted to acute problems pertaining to termination 
of the arms race and removal of the threat of a 
nuclear war. The importance of preventing militar¬ 
ization of outer space was specially emphasized 
from the Soviet side. 

Of course, since all these problems drastically 
affect Soviet-U.S. relations, due attention was 
given to this matter in all the conversations. The 
entire world knows well that the situation in the 
world as a whole largely depends on the state of 
Soviet-U.S. relations. 

It is needless to say at length that the talks were 
not easy ones. But a certain step has been made in 
establishing a dialogue between the two countries, 
which is evidenced by the Soviet-U.S. statement. 
What would one like to say in this connection? This 
is but a step compared to the immense tasks which 
are to be addressed in the course of the negotiations 
on space and nuclear arms and on which coordi¬ 
nated decisions are to be taken. 

The Soviet Union is prepared to go its part of the 
road. I should like to express the hope that the 
United States will do the same. In other words, it 
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will go its part of the road fully aware of the respon¬ 
sibility shared by the two great powers. 

The Soviet side, as has been repeatedly stressed 
by the General Secretary of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU and President of the Presidium of the 
USSR Supreme Soviet Konstantin Chernenko, re¬ 
mains, as before, committed to disarmament, to 
removal of the threat of nuclear war and to peace. 
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JOINT U.S.-SOVIET STATEMENT 

Geneva; January 9,1985. 

As previously agreed, a meeting was held on 
January 7 and 8,1985 in Geneva between Andrei A. 
Gromyko, Member of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, First Deputy Chairman of the Council of 
Ministers of the USSR and Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of the USSR, and George P. Shultz, the U.S. 
Secretary of State. 

During the meeting they discussed the subject 
and objectives of the forthcoming Soviet-U.S. nego¬ 
tiations on nuclear and space arms. 

The sides agreed that the subject of the negotia¬ 
tions will be a complex of questions concerning 
space and nuclear arms—both strategic and inter¬ 
mediate range—with all these questions consid¬ 
ered and resolved in their interrelationship. 

The objective of the negotiations will be to work 
out effective agreements aimed at preventing an 
arms race in space and terminating it on Earth, at 
limiting and reducing nuclear arms and at 
strengthening strategic stability. The negotiations 
will be conducted by a delegation from each side 
divided into three groups. 

The sides believe that ultimately the forthcom¬ 
ing negotiations, just as efforts in general to limit 
and reduce arms, should lead to the complete elim¬ 
ination of nuclear arms everywhere. 

The date of the beginning of the negotiations and 
the site of these negotiations will be agreed through 
diplomatic channels within one month. 




KONSTANTIN CHERNENKO 


Message of Greetings to the partici¬ 
pants in the National Conference of 
Peace Champions, 19 

January 23, 1985 


I cordially greet the participants in the National 
Conference of Peace Champions. 

The growing involvement of broad popular mas¬ 
ses in the cause of safeguarding peace has become 
a sign of the times. The mass antiwar movement, 
which has gotten under way in recent years and 
assumed an international scope, has gained posi¬ 
tions of influence in the social and political life of 
many countries and already made an important 
contribution to preserving peace. This instills con¬ 
fidence in the people and calls for even more vig¬ 
orous, purposeful and cohesive actions against the 
war danger. 

Marching together with all peace-loving forces of 
the planet are the millions of Soviet peace cham¬ 
pions. By their activities they demonstrate the in¬ 
violable moral and political unity, high civic 
awareness and active stance in life of the Soviet 
people—patriots and internationalists. 

The role of the Soviet peace movement today 
becomes ever more important and responsible. It is 
essential to ever more actively convey the truth 
about the Leninist foreign policy of the Land of the 
Soviets to the people all over the world, expose the 
intrigues of the enemies of peace, detente and disar¬ 
mament and develop ties and cooperation with all 
those working to remove the threat of a nuclear 
war. 
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The constructive labor of every Soviet citizen is 
the most effective personal contribution to the 
cause of peace. The better the state of affairs in our 
national economy, the stronger the USSR’s inter¬ 
national positions and the greater the possibilities 
of dependably ensuring the peaceful life of the 
Soviet people and international security will be. 

Your conference is being held in the year of a 
signal event for all progressive people, the fortieth 
anniversary of the victory over fascism and the end 
of World War II. In memory of those who gave their 
lives for that great victory and in the name of the 
peaceful future of the present and future genera¬ 
tions, it is imperative to do everything in our power 
to achieve a fundamental change for the better in 
the international situation as a whole. 

There is no task more important today than to 
prevent a nuclear war from being unleashed. The 
preclusion of an arms race in outer space and si¬ 
multaneous progress along the road of radical re¬ 
ductions of nuclear arms up to, and including, their 
complete elimination would mark the beginning of 
its successful accomplishment. 

Proceeding from this, the Soviet Union has made 
an initiative for opening Soviet-American talks on 
space and nuclear arms. We intend to conduct them 
in a businesslike and constructive manner. Let us 
hope that the United States will also adopt an 
upright and responsible approach. 

I wish new and big successes to the movement of 
Soviet peace champions and to all peace-loving 
forces of the planet. 







NOTES 


1. Consultative meetings were held from November, 
1972, to June, 1973, prior to the Helsinki Conference 
on Security and Cooperation in Europe. The first 
stage of the Helsinki CSCE involved the foreign 
ministers of the 33 European countries, and was held 
on July 3-7, 1973. The second stage, when Canada 
and the USA joined the 33 European nations, took 
place from September 18, 1973, to July 21, 1975, in 
Geneva. The third stage, with all 35 nations attend¬ 
ing, was held from July 30 to August 1, 1975, in 
Helsinki. Here the Final Act was signed. The Final 
Act provided that subsequent conferences of the 
representatives of the participating countries be 
held to verify how the recommendations of the Final 
Act are being carried out. The first follow-up meeting 
took place in Belgrade from October, 1977, to March, 
1978. The second in Madrid from November, 1980, to 
September, 1983. The third opened in Stockholm— 
the Conference on Confidence- and Security-Build¬ 
ing Measures and Disarmament in Europe, on Janu¬ 
ary 17,1984. The first session ended March 16,1984. 
The second session opened on May 8, and continues 
into 1985. In February, 1985, Oleg Grinevsky, the 
Soviet delegate to the Conference, presented a draft 
treaty on prevention of nuclear wars, even by acci¬ 
dent. The Treaty would require the signatures of the 
NATO and Warsaw Pack countries. The 1986 meet¬ 
ings (the 6th session in the Helsinki series) is sched¬ 
uled for Vienna. 
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2. Resolutions on Disarmament Passed by the 

38th UN General Assembly 


Resolution 

Moved by 

US vote 

Condemnation of nuclear war 

USSR 

Negative 

A freeze on nuclear armaments 

USSR 

Negative 

A no-first-use of nuclear weapons commitment 

Cuba. GDR 

Negative 

Convention banning the use of nuclear 
weapons 

India 

Negative 

Prevention of nuclear war and nuclear 
disarmament 

Argentina 

Negative 

Non-proliferation of the arms race to 
outer space 

Egypt. Mongolia 

Negative 

Prohibition of neutron weapons 

GDR 

Negative 

Prohibition of all nuclear tests 

Mexico. Sweden 
and others 

Negative 

Condemnation of the nuclear armament 
of Israel 

Iraq 

Negative 

Condemnation of the nuclear armament 
of South Africa 

Sierra-Leone 

Negative 


3. During the election campaign for the Supreme Sovi¬ 
et of the USSR, candidate office-holders report to the 
voters. They are required to meet with their constitu¬ 
encies and speak on major questions before the peo¬ 
ple and nation. 

4. CMEA—Council for Mutual Economic Assistance, 
founded in January of 1949. The ten socialist coun¬ 
tries belonging to CMEA produce one-third of the 
world’s industrial output although they comprise 
one-tenth of the world’s population (approximately 
450 million people). The member countries are: Bul¬ 
garia, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, German Democratic 
Republic, Hungary, Mongolia, Poland, Rumania, 
USSR and Vietnam. Yugoslavia participates in the 
work of several Council bodies. Angola, Ethiopia, 
Laos and North Korea (DPRK) hold observer status. 
The CMEA also cooperates with Finland, Iraq, Mex¬ 
ico and sixty international organizations. 

5. Strategic arms talks had taken place over a long 
period of time between the U.S. and the USSR in 
Geneva; talks on reducing the level of armaments 
and nuclear weapons in Europe were held in Vienna 
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until the U.S. introduced the Pershing-2 and Cruise 
missiles into Europe. 

6. Marshal Dmitri Ustinov died on December 20,1984, 
at the age of 76. The new Defense Minister is Mar¬ 
shal Sergei Sokolov. 

7. Published in Pravda, May 21, 1984 

8. Published in Pravda, May 21, 1984. 

9. Published in Pravda, May 30, 1984. 

10. Published in Pravda, May 30, 1984. 

11. Published in Pravda, June 5, 1984. 

12. On CMEA, see note 4. The Economic Summit Con¬ 
ference was held June 12-14, 1984. 

13. Published in Pravda, July 3, 1984. 

14. The armistice with Finland was signed on Sept. 19, 
1944. Text of K. Chernenko’s address to Finnish TV 
viewers is from Pravda, September 22, 1984. 

15. Dusco Doder, head of the Washington Post Moscow 
office, interviewed K. Chernenko. Text is from Prav¬ 
da, October 18, 1984. 

16. The Supreme Soviet of the USSR consists of two 
chambers—the Soviet of the Union and the Soviet of 
Nationalities, which have equal rights. Deputies to 
the Soviet of the Union are elected in proportion to 
the population of their districts. Each chamber has 
standing commissions. 

17. Published in Pravda, December 26, 1984. 

18. The Soviet National Conference of Peace Cham¬ 
pions elects the Soviet Peace Committee. This Com¬ 
mittee maintains bilateral relations with antiwar 
organizations and movements in more than 100 
countries. It is a non-governmental body carrying 
out research and information programs; it main¬ 
tains standing public commission on disarmament 
and problems of development; it has wide contacts 
with cultural figures and relations with religious 
peace groups around the world. Some 900 delegates 
attended the Conference, which is the highest body 
of the Soviet peace movement. In 1984, over 100,000 
peace actions took place in the Soviet Union with 
participation by 53 million Soviet citizens. More 
than 90 million Soviet citizens voluntarily contrib¬ 
ute to the Peace Fund which finances all the public 
organizations in the country working for peace and 
disarmament. There is no contradiction between the 
activities of the Soviet peoples for peace and the 
policies of their government. 
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